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PROJECT  NO.  1 

APPUCANTT  NAME  MALTA  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Improving  Water  Use  Efficiency  through  Canal  Check  Structures 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000   GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $398,500   (Project  Sponsor) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $498,500 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $50,000   GRANT 

$50,000   LOAN 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  Malta  Irrigation  District  is  part  of  the  Milk  River  project  and  includes  42,492  irrigable  acres. 
The  district  was  constructed  during  the  years  1909  through  1923  and  is  an  old  project.  Water  is 
supplied  by  a  diversion  dam  from  the  Milk  River  to  the  Dodson  South  Canal.  The  distribution  system 
facilities,  which  the  district  operates  and  maintains,  need  a  program  of  partial  rebuilding. 

The  facilities  proposed  for  rebuilding  are  the  eight  check  structures  located  In  the  Dodson  South 
Canal.  The  new  check  structures  will  have  10-foot-wide  openings  as  opposed  to  the  current  5-foot 
openings.  The  new  structures  also  will  have  automated  gates  that  can  better  handle  spring  ice  jams, 
which  will  enable  more  water  to  be  captured  earlier  in  the  spring  for  irrigation  and  improved  delivery. 
This  also  will  allow  the  diversion  of  early  spring  runoff  into  Nelson  Reservoir  for  use  later  in  the  season. 
It  is  important  that  Nelson  Reservoir,  located  farthest  downstream  from  the  Milk  River  project,  be  filled 
early  in  the  spring  because  the  Piping  Plover  bird,  an  endangered  species,  nests  during  May  and  June 
on  the  water's  edge.   Filling  the  reservoir  at  this  later  time  would  flood  the  nests  and  ruin  any  chance  of 
a  hatch  for  the  year. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

DNRC  receives  applications  for  irrigation  system  improvements  during  each  Water  Development 
and  Renewable  Resource  Development  grant  cycle  because  no  other  state  funding  source  is  available  to 
help  fund  these  types  of  projects.  Throughout  much  of  Montana,  agriculture  is  the  dominant  industry. 
Thus,  an  irrigation  project's  physical  and  economic  welfare  is  of  prime  importance. 

Montana's  largest  water  withdrawal  areas  are  those  with  the  greatest  irrigation  use.   In  fact, 
agriculture  uses  96.5  percent  of  all  water  consumed  in  Montana. ""   Rehabilitating  and  improving 
irrigation  systems  are  necessary  to  preserve  agriculture's  economic  welfare.  For  example,  just  a  five- 
percent  overall  water  savings  on  agriculture's  part  would  free  enough  water  for  all  other  current  water 


""  National  Water  Summary  1987  -  Water  Supply  and  Use:  Montana 
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The  U.S.  Department  of  Interior  develops  water  and  related  land  resources  in  17  western  states, 
including  Montana.   Historically,  the  role  of  the  Department  of  Interior's  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (BUREC) 
included  the  design,  construction,  and  operation  of  federal  storage  projects-the  Milk  River  project,  for 
instance-for  irrigation  and  hydropower.  As  the  project  abstract  indicates,  the  Malta  Irrigation  District  is 
part  of  the  Milk  River  project  and  includes  42,492  irrigable  acres.   Storage  facilities  for  the  project  include 
Lake  Sherburne,  Fresno,  and  Nelson  reservoirs,  with  Nelson  Reservoir  farthest  downstream.  The  Malta 
Irrigation  District  was  constructed  during  the  years  1909  through  1923,  and  water  is  supplied  by  a 
diversion  from  the  Milk  River  to  the  Dodson  South  Canal. 

To  improve  these  types  of  aging  systems,  the  BUREC  had  funds  available  to  loan  to  irrigation 
districts  that  wanted  to  make  project  improvements.  These  loans  were  offered  to  the  borrower  at  no 
interest,  although  the  districts  were  required  to  pay  the  BUREC  an  administration  fee.  Figured  as  a  small 
percentage  of  the  total  project  cost,  this  fee  was  considered  as  matching  funding.  The  match  frequently 
was  obtained  in  part  from  the  state's  Water  Development  grant  and  loan  program.  Through  this 
program,  irrigators  could  obtain  millions  of  dollars  in  interest-free,  federal  loans.   Because  the  BUREC's 
priorities  have  shifted  toward  water  conservation  and  management,  the  agency's  Rehabilitation  and 
Betterment  loan  funds  no  longer  are  available. 

As  specifically  indicated  in  a  1989  BUREC  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  study,  new  check 
structures  are  critical  for  keeping  the  irrigation  system  operational  (current  check  structures  are  5  feet 
wide).   During  early  spring,  ice  jams  block  the  check  structures  and  prevent  water  from  flowing  freely 
into  Nelson  Reservoir.  The  Malta  In-igation  District  estimates  that  ice  jams  cause  a  13,000  acre-foot 
water  loss  that  could  be  captured  each  year  for  irrigation.   Because  early  spring  flows  not  captured  for 
storage  continue  to  flow  down  the  Milk  River  to  the  Missouri  River  and  out  of  the  state,  they  are  lost  to 
Montana's  fanners.  This  loss  of  early  spring  flows  means  not  only  less  water  for  the  district  and 
downstream  users,  but  also  that  the  district  must  continue  to  fill  the  reservoir  over  a  longer  period  with 
later  spring  flows  in  order  to  capture  as  much  water  as  possible. 

In  this  instance,  later  reservoir-filling  significantly  affects  the  nesting  Piping  Plover  bird,  an 
endangered  species.  The  Piping  Plover  nests  on  the  edge  of  the  reservoir  from  about  May  15  through 
mid-July.  Thus,  if  the  district  continues  to  fill  the  reservoir  after  nests  have  been  made,  the  nests  will 
wash  out.  Also,  earlier  filling  provides  more  irrigation  water  and  better  Piping  Plover  nesting  habitat. 
The  BUREC,  which  currently  has  an  agreement  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  maintain  water 
levels  in  Nelson  Reservoir  during  the  critical  Plover  nesting  period,  indicates  that  the  new  check 
structures  will  make  compliance  easier. 

The  Malta  Irrigation  District  originally  anticipated  that  loan  funds  for  the  necessary  improvements 
identified  in  the  BUREC  study  would  be  available  through  a  BUREC  Rehabilitation  and  Bettemient  (R&B) 
loan.   Because  R&B  funding  no  longer  is  available,  however,  the  district  will  rely  on  DNRC  grant  funds, 
water  user  fees,  and  a  district  reserve  account.  The  district  now  charges  water  users  $8.25  per  acre 
irrigated,  plus  $2.25  per  acre-foot  of  water  used.  Since  approximately  1  acre-foot  of  water  is  used  per 
acre  of  land,  the  usual  fee  is  $10.50  per  acre.  Also,  an  additional  $1.00  per  acre  is  charged  to  retire 
existing  construction  debt.  This  charge  will  be  increased  to  $3.00  to  complete  the  project. 

Additional  benefits  of  the  new  check  structures  include  less  canal  seepage  and  better  water 
distribution  to  Bowdoin  National  Wildlife  Refuge.   No  information  was  provided  by  the  applicant  to 
document  the  severity  of  the  canal  seepage  problem,  to  show  how  much  of  a  decrease  would  result 
from  the  new  check  structures,  or  to  explain  how  Bowdoin  will  benefit. 

Of  two  approaches  presented  in  the  application,  the  check  structure  option  was  chosen  because 
Greenfields  Irrigation  District  has  had  success  with  the  same  type  of  project.  According  to  the  applicant, 
the  alternative  to  the  check  structure  option  is  to  do  nothing.  The  openings  on  the  proposed  check 


structures  will  be  10  feet  wide  as  opposed  to  the  5-foot  openings  in  tlie  present  structures.  The  wider 
openings  will  allow  larger  pieces  of  ice  to  pass  through  the  structures  and  prevent  the  current  problem 
of  blocl<ed  flows  because  of  the  ice  jams.  Water  conveyance  in  the  canal  will  begin  two  weel<s  earlier 
each  spring  to  reach  the  increase  of  13,000  acre-feet  of  stored  water  in  Nelson  Reservoir.  As  a  result, 
the  reservoir  will  be  full  before  the  Piping  Plover  nesting  period  begins. 

Check  structures  will  be  designed  to  meet  the  BUREC's  standards,  and  the  Malta  Irrigation 
District  manager  will  supervise  all  construction  worl<.   Under  the  proposed  funding  scheme,  two  new 
check  structures  will  be  installed  each  year  for  four  years,  with  construction  taking  place  during  late  fall 
of  each  year. 

The  application  indicates  that  the  check  structures  will  be  automated,  but  the  technical 
information  does  not  include  any  automation  design  or  description  of  equipment. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project's  total  cost  is  $498,500.  The  Malta  Irrigation  District's  $100,000  grant 
request  includes  $4,850  for  salaries  and  benefits,  $24,000  for  labor,  $5,000  for  equipment,  $57,500  for 
materials,  and  $8,650  for  contingencies.  The  district  will  contribute  $16,600  for  salaries  and  benefits; 
$1,300  for  associated  administrative  costs  (equipment,  rent,  utilities,  communications,  supplies,  and 
miscellaneous);  $96,000  for  labor;  $20,000  for  equipment;  $230,000  for  materials;  and  $34,600  for 
contingencies. 

A  more  specific  breakdown  of  construction  costs  per  Item  per  structure  should  be  provided  that 
includes  the  cost  of  the  automation  equipment. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenA^ise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  will  Indirectly  support  State  Water  Plan  objectives  with  the  check 
structures  allowing  more  efficient  water  conveyance  and  the  filling  of  Nelson  Reservoir.  Water  storage 
will  be  increased  by  13,000  acre-feet  each  year,  and  some  water  also  should  be  conserved  because  of 
the  more  efficient  conveyance.  The  objectives  supported  would  be  improved  water  use  and  conveyance 
efficiencies.  The  project  area  encompasses  family-owned  farms  and  could  preserve  some  of  this  farm 
land  by  protecting  it  from  seepage  damage. 

The  application  represents  support  from  the  Malta  Irrigation  District's  membership.  Although  no 
general,  community-wide  citizen  support  was  solicited  for  the  project,  the  BUREC's  reviewer  indicates 
that  the  Glasgow  Irrigation  District  also  will  benefit  from  water  stored  in  Nelson  Reservoir.   In  addition  to 
the  project  benefiting  a  multi-use  reservoir,  it  also  would  be  helping  a  threatened  bird  species. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

A  direct  environmental  effect  of  the  project  would  be  ground  disturbance  at  construction  sites 
located  along  the  Dodson  Canal.  The  project  also  may  indirectly  or  cumulatively  affect  the  Piping  Plover 


i 


nesting  habitat  along  the  reservoir's  shore  lines. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  may  need  to  be  consulted  (under  Section  7B  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act)  concerning  flows  into  Nelson  Reservoir  and  the  effects  on  the  Piping  Plover 
nesting  habitat.  The  extent  of  the  Piping  Plover's  use  of  the  affected  areas,  along  with  the  time  periods 
for  reservoir-filling  and  related  operation  criteria,  should  be  reviewed  to  eliminate  any  adverse  effects 
during  the  Piping  Plover's  nesting  periods. 


RECOMMENDATION 

This  project  will  provide  additional  water  storage  at  a  relatively  low  cost  and,  under  proper 
conditions,  may  provide  an  improved  nesting  habitat  for  the  endangered  Piping  Plover.  Therefore, 
DNRC  recommends  this  project  for  funding  under  the  Water  Development  and  Renewable  Resource 
Development  programs. 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  water  user  fees  to  recover  the  project  cost,  the 
project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the  project 
cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  up  to  $50,000  through  a  DNRC  loan.  DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  MEPA 
(Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act)  requirements.  Any  outstanding  MEPA  requirements  shall  be 
stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  Original 
specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  BUREC 
before  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement.  Check 
structure  automation  design  and  equipment  and  a  detailed  breakdown  of  construction  costs  per 
structure-including  automation  equipment-shall  be  included  in  the  specifications. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than 
those  already  identified  will  require  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  funds  awarded  under  this  grant.  Any 
reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  cause  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available  for  the  project,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up 
to  $100,000.  DNRC  will  provide  a  loan  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to 
repay  the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 


PROJECT  NO.  2 

APPUCANTT  NAME  RICHLAND  COUNTY 

PROJECT  NAME  Lone  Tree  Dam  Rehabilitation  Study 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $60,300  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $10,450  (Landowner) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $70,750 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $60,300   GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  intent  of  this  project  is  to  evaluate  the  options  available  to  bring  the  Lone  Tree  dams  into 
compliance  with  the  Dam  Safety  Act.  When  they  were  constructed  35  years  ago,  the  dams  were 
intended  to  provide  irrigation  for  adjacent  farm  land.   Following  construction  of  the  dams,  however, 
considerable  development  took  place  downstream  without  any  input  from  the  dams'  owners.  As  a  result 
of  this  development,  the  dams  were  classified  as  high-hazard  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  now  require 
extensive  modification  in  order  to  comply  with  Dam  Safety  Act  regulations. 

The  dams'  current  owners  are  considering  breaching  the  dams  instead  of  modifying  them 
because  of  the  estimated  improvement  costs.   If  these  dams  are  removed,  many  Richland  County  and 
City  of  Sidney  residents  will  be  affected.  Because  the  dams  have  provided  flood  protection  to  these 
people,  modification  costs  couid  be  shared  by  the  City  of  Sidney  and  Richland  County.  To  establish 
whether  the  dams  benefit  the  city  and  the  county,  the  proposed  study  and  final  design  and  a  cost- 
benefit  analysis  will  need  to  be  completed. 

After  this  analysis  has  been  completed,  a  decision  on  the  fate  of  the  Lone  Tree  dams  can  be 
made  that  will  consider  the  effects  on  downstream  residents. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Construction  of  the  two  Lone  Tree  dams  was  completed  in  1947.  Originally  built  as  a  way  to 
provide  irrigation  for  adjacent  land,  the  dams  failed  in  1951  and  were  reconstructed  in  1960.  An 
engineering  study  completed  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1978  resulted  in  the  dams  being 
classified  as  high-hazard.  Because  of  this  high-hazard  classification,  the  dams  must  be  either  permitted 
or  breached  by  July  1,  1995. 

The  owner  of  the  dams  has  proposed  breaching  the  structures  because  of  the  perceived  high 
cost  of  rehabilitation.  Richland  County  and  City  of  Sidney  officials  are  concerned,  however,  that 
breaching  the  dams  will  adversely  affect  the  residents  and  airport  facilities  downstream  of  the  dams 
because  of  the  loss  of  flood  protection.  The  landowner  has  consented  to  participate  in  a  detailed  study 
of  the  dams  to  determine  the  most  cost-effective  way  to  comply  with  the  Dam  Safety  Act. 

This  proposal  to  conduct  a  more  detailed  engineering  analysis  and  design  is  an  appropriate  next 
step.  The  study  results  will  provide  the  information,  cost  data,  and  other  data  necessary  for  Lone  Tree 


Ranch,  Inc.,  the  City  of  Sidney,  and  Richland  County  to  evaluate  alternatives.  The  head  of  DNRC's  Dam 
Safety  Section  has  said  that  "pursuing  rehabilitation  of  these  dams  is  DNRC's  top  priority  in  dam  safety." 

A  qualified  consulting  firm  will  prepare  a  detailed  engineering  study.   Hydraulic  studies  also  will 
be  conducted  followed  by  geotechnical  work,  and  final  plans  and  specifications  will  be  drafted. 
Construction  costs  are  currently  unknown  but  have  been  estimated  to  range  from  $150,000  to  $700,000, 
depending  on  the  evaluation's  findings.  This  evaluation  will  be  used  by  the  city,  the  county,  and  the 
landowner  to  determine  whether  the  dams  should  be  breached  or  made  safe  to  current  standards. 

Funds  for  the  project  outlined  in  the  application  shall  be  awarded  to  Richland  County,  a  public 
entity,  which  has  agreed  to  act  as  the  project  sponsor. 

RNANOAL  ASSESSMEm- 

The  proposed  project's  total  cost  is  $70,750.  The  $60,300  grant  request  includes  $1 ,500  for 
project  administration  by  the  landowner;  $1,150  for  associated  administrative  costs,  including 
communications,  supplies,  and  travel;  $46,200  for  consulting  fees;  and  $11,450  for  related  technical 
costs,  including  laboratory,  travel,  communications,  and  printing.  The  landowner  will  contribute  $10,450 
for  administration  and  consulting  costs.   County  funds  will  be  used  for  contingencies. 

Costs  outlined  for  the  study  are  well-documented  and  appear  adequate.  The  landowner  already 
has  committed  to  assist  in  funding  the  project. 


BENEFTT  ASSESSMEm" 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currentiy  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  project  implements  State  Water  Plan  objectives  and,  depending  on  the  outcome,  will 
provide  conservation  and  protection  of  an  already-developed  water  source.  It  also  will  contribute 
significantly  toward  the  safety  of  Richland  County  and  City  of  Sidney  residents  through  added  flood 
protection. 


ENVlRONMEm-AL  ASSESSMENT 

Conducting  this  study  will  cause  no  direct  environmental  impacts.  A  public  process  may  be 
warranted,  however,  to  develop  and  investigate  reasonable  alternatives  for  bringing  the  dam  into 
compliance  with  safety  standards.  This  process  could  be  developed  through  an  environmental 
assessment  that  includes  the  opportunity  for  the  public  and  the  affected  property  owner  to  comment  on 
options  available  to  continue  safe  operation  of  the  dam  for  irrigation  and  to  develop  the  reservoir's 
recreational  use. 


RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  funding  this  project.  A  study  grant  up  to  $60,850  is  recommended  and  will 
be  awarded  only  if  the  county  agrees  to  contribute  project  study  funds  of  at  least  $2,000  and  to 


coordinate  dam  rehabilitation  funding  based  on  study  results.  The  county  also  shall  obtain  an  easement 
or  lease  from  the  landowner  that  will  provide  pubic  access  for  community  recreation  and  county  access 
for  maintaining  the  dam  and  the  dam  site  in  the  future. 

Funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  MEPA 
requirements.  Any  outstanding  MEPA  requirements  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and 
incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  cause  a 
proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

PROJECT  NO.  3 


APPUCAhTT  NAME  MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES  AND 

CONSERVATION.  DAM  SAFETY  SECTION 

PROJECT  NAME  Study  of  the  Characteristics  of  Extreme  Precipitation  Events  in 

Montana 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  22.700  (National  Weather  Service) 

$  36.300  (Soil  Conservation  Service) 

$18,100  (U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation) 

$  36.300  (U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers) 

$  13,600  (Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $227,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $100,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

DNRC's  Dam  Safety  Section  intends  to  develop  frequency-based  criteria  for  computing  inflow 
design  floods  for  Montana  dams.  The  criteria's  main  application  would  be  for  spillway  design  on  small- 
to  intermediate-sized  dams. 

The  current  law  requires  dam  inflow  design  discharges  based  on  the  Probable  Maximum  Flood 
(PMF),  or  a  fraction  thereof.  The  PMF.  an  estimation  of  the  upper  bound  of  possible  precipitation 
magnitudes,  is  based  more  on  meteorological  theory  than  on  empirical  rainfall  data.   Previous  studies 
have  shown  that  empirical,  frequency-based,  extreme  storms  typically  are  less  severe  than  PMF  storms. 
Therefore,  if  the  magnitude  of  extreme  storms  or  storms  with  a  chance  of  occurring  once  every  100  to 
10,000  years  could  be  estimated  with  relative  precision,  it  could  be  used  as  a  basis  for  spillway  design. 

This  method  would  potentially  save  dam  owners  millions  of  dollars  in  rehabilitation  construction 
costs  and  would  provide  incentives  for  new  water  storage  projects  to  be  built.  The  collection  of 
precipitation  data  also  could  be  manipulated  to  help  assess  drought  management  planning. 

The  study  will  include  three  phases.  The  first  phase  will  determine  the  probabilistic  temporal  and 
spatial  characteristics  of  extreme  storms.  The  second  phase  will  use  methodologies  to  determine  rainfall 


magnitude-frequency  information  for  a  given  site,  empliasizing  return  frequencies  from  100  to  10,000 
years.  Tlie  third  phase  wili  update  existing  NOAA  (National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration) 
precipitation  maps  and  provide  annual  and  seasonal  rainfall  depths  for  5-minute  to  10-day  durations  and 
return  periods  from  2  to  100  years. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Approximately  85  dams  in  Montana  have  been  identified  as  high-hazard  dams  (those  whose 
failure  would  result  in  a  significant  loss  of  life  and  property).  The  owners  of  these  dams,  including  the 
state  of  Montana,  have  until  July  1,  1995,  to  bring  the  dams  into  compliance  with  applicable  standards. 
For  many  of  the  dams,  this  means  enlarging  the  spillway  structure  to  pass  designated  flows.  The 
current  criteria  set  for  determining  the  spillway  size  is  based  on  regional  PMF  estimates.  This  data  is  not 
applicable  to  the  specific  area  and  may  be  overstating  the  flood  potential  at  some,  if  not  most,  sites. 

The  proposed  study  will  attempt  to  better  define  the  data  used  in  sizing  the  spillways  with  the 
hope  of  allowing  for  smaller  structures.  Allowing  smaller  spillways  will  mean  that  some  existing  spillways 
can  remain  as  they  are,  while  those  that  must  be  enlarged  will  not  have  to  be  made  quite  so  large.  This 
change  in  size  will  result  in  significantly  lower  construction  costs  for  the  dam  owners. 

The  application  submitted  for  this  study  project  is  extremely  thorough,  and  all  aspects  are  well- 
presented.  The  study  approach  is  innovative  in  that  it  has  not  been  undertal<en  in  Montana.   Similar 
studies  have  been  completed  throughout  the  country,  however,  including  the  state  of  Washington. 
According  to  an  independent  reviewer,  "Based  on  the  success  of  a  similar  study  in  Washington,  we 
believe  that  the  selected  alternative  provides  the  best  chance  of  meeting  project  goals." 

The  applicant  has  coordinated  this  project  with  state  and  federal  agencies  and  private  concerns. 
The  project  sponsor  will  not  have  to  obtain  any  permits  or  land  easements  in  order  to  complete  the 
project. 

RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project's  total  cost  is  $227,000.  The  $100,000  grant  request  calls  for  $7,140  for 
project  administration,  including  $4,840  for  salaries  and  $2,300  for  communications,  supplies,  and  travel; 
$80,090  for  program  leader,  meteorologist,  statistician,  clerical,  and  climatologist  salaries;  and  $12,770 
for  related  technical  costs,  including  computer  use,  advisory  group  costs,  federal  contractor's  travel, 
communications,  supplies,  data,  and  publications. 

The  study's  overall  cost  appears  realistic.  The  applicant  already  has  secured  more  than  50 
percent  of  the  cost  from  other  sources.  The  application  also  indicates  that  others  may  be  willing  to 
contribute  funds  toward  the  study. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currentiy  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 


The  study's  anticipated  results  will  affect  every  Montana  taxpayer  and  citizen,  as  these  results 
have  the  potential  to  save  the  state  and  other  dam  owners  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  in  costs  associated 
with  bringing  dams  into  compliance  with  existing  regulations.  The  costs  to  private  owners  of  high- 
hazard  dams  (e.g.,  irrigators,  mining  companies,  water  companies)  also  will  be  reduced.   Some  dam 
owners  have  proposed  controlled  breaches  of  their  dams  rather  tfian  face  the  high  cost  of  rehabilitation, 
which  would  produce  losses  of  water  storage,  wildlife  habitat,  recreational  opportunities,  and  flood 
control.  The  data  anticipated  from  this  study  will  keep  costs  down  for  everyone. 


ENVIRONMEm-AL  ASSESSMEm" 

No  direct  adverse  environmental  effects  are  associated  with  this  project.  Depending  on  the 
study's  outcome,  the  potential  for  long-term  environmental  and  economic  effects,  both  beneficial  and 
adverse,  does  exist.    The  significance  of  these  future  effects  is  difficult  to  estimate,  however,  and  nnay 
be  project-dependent.   Developing  criteria  for  hazardous  dam  rehabilitation  likely  will  be  of  interest  to  the 
public,  affected  dam  owners,  and  downstream  property  owners.  A  public  process  would  be  developed 
to  provide  those  interested  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  developing  the  criteria.  One  way  to  do  this 
would  involve  developing  the  criteria  through  a  programmatic  review  designed  to  assess  acceptable 
levels  of  public  risk  and  dam  rehabilitation  costs. 

RECOMMENDATION 

This  project  will  save  construction  dollars  and  preserve  existing  water  storage  facilities  that 
othenA^ise  might  be  breached;  therefore,  DNRC  recommends  a  $100,000  grant.  Grant  funds  will  be 
provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching  funds  have  been  secured, 
and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  MEPA  requirements.  Any  outstanding 
MEPA  requirements  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's 
scope  of  work.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant 
amount.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those  already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for- 
dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 


PROJECT  NO.  4 

APPUCANTT  UMAE  TOWN  OF  RYEGATE 

PROJECT  NAME  Ryegate  Water  System  Improvement  Project 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000   GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  35,000   (Farmer's  Home  Administration  Loan)  ! 

i 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $135,000  j 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $33,750   GRANT 

$66,250   LOAN  | 

i 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant)  ! 

The  proposed  project  will  replace  the  remaining,  severely  deteriorated  v\/ater  lines  in  the  town  of 

Ryegate.  These  water  lines  freeze  regularly,  requiring  that  twice  as  much  water  be  pumped  than  j 

necessary  to  maintain  water  pressure  and  service,  and  allowing  for  groundwater  infiltration  that  creates  a  | 

health  threat.  The  project  will  serve  the  community  of  260  people-40  percent  of  whom  are  older  than  65  ■ 

with  limited  financial  resources-by  providing  a  cost-effective,  long-term  solution  that  will  conserve  water,  i 

improve  health,  and  assist  people  who  have  few  options.  j 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC)  i 

I 

The  town  of  Ryegate  has  about  260  people  who  comprise  1 1 1  households  and  5  businesses.  j 

The  town's  current  water  system  is  more  than  67  years  old  and  has  deteriorated  to  the  point  where  It  is  \ 

nearly  nonfunctional,  with  many  of  its  existing  lines  leaking  badly.   Current  water  consumption  amounts  j 

to  395  gallons  of  water  per  capita  each  day;  the  state's  average  is  between  150  and  200  gallons  per  day.  j 

During  the  course  of  a  year,  this  translates  to  more  than  18  million  gallons  of  water  being  pumped,  j 

treated,  and  lost  in  the  water  system.  i 

The  town  is  concerned  about  the  health  hazard  that  could  be  caused  by  groundwater  infiltration 
that  takes  place  each  time  a  water  line  breaks.  These  breaks  happen  regularly,  with  17  major  breaks 
during  1991  and  5  through  May  1992.  The  water  system  is  becoming  little  more  than  a  patchwork  i 

system  that,  on  occasion,  has  closed  the  school,  shut  down  businesses,  and  caused  numerous 
problems  for  residents. 

The  proposal's  objectives  are  focused  and  clearly  stated  in  three  phases. 

PHASE  I  (in  progress)  involves  replacing  water  lines,  including  sections  under  Highway  12  and  a 
major,  above-ground  water  line  that  serves  the  town's  water  storage  tank.  This  portion  of  the  project  is 
being  paid  for  with  a  $375,000  Community  Development  Block  Grant  (CDBG)  and  a  $120,000  local 
revenue  bond. 
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PHASE  II  (the  focus  of  this  proposal)  includes  replacing  the  remaining  water  lines  to  bring  the 
water  system  into  compliance  with  municipal  water  system  standards.  The  proposed  cost  is  a  $100,000 
DNRC  grant  and  a  $155,000  low-interest  loan  from  Farmer's  Home  Administration  (FmHA),  which  will 
'take  out"  the  first  $120,000  revenue  bond  and  include  the  balance  of  funds  needed  for  this  project. 

PHASE  III  of  the  project  will  focus  on  water  source  improvements  (e.g.,  potentially  a  deep  well). 
The  CDBG  program  and  FmHA  are  expected  to  provide  the  funding  for  this  work. 

A  December  1990  engineering  report  prepared  by  HKM  Associates  documents  past  problems, 
alternatives,  costs  versus  benefits,  and  recommended  construction  alternatives.  The  three-phase 
construction  program  now  underway  will  meet  the  community's  goals  and  objectives.  This  proposal 
serves  as  a  logical  step  toward  an  overall  water  system  reconstruction  program. 

The  proposed  project  will  replace  the  severely  deteriorated  water  lines  that  remain  in  the  town  of 
Ryegate.  These  lines  freeze  regularly,  requiring  that  twice  as  much  water  be  pumped  than  necessary  to 
maintain  water  pressure  and  service,  and  allowing  groundwater  infiltration  that  creates  a  health  threat. 
The  project  will  serve  the  community's  260  people  by  providing  a  cost-effective,  long-term  solution  of 
water  conservation  and  health  and  safety  improvements. 

Letters  of  support  for  the  project  were  received  from  the  Ryegate  Public  Schools,  Department  of 
Transportation,  DNRC,  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences,  State  Historic  Preservation  Office,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Enhancement  Office,  and  the  American 
Soil  Conservation  Service.  No  legal,  permitting,  or  compliance  problems  are  anticipated. 


RNANCIAL  ASSESSMEhTT 

The  project  has  been  broken  down  into  three  phases.  Phase  I  funding  was  secured,  and 
construction  of  that  phase  is  undenway. 

This  proposal  is  requesting  funds  for  Phase  II,  including  a  DNRC  $100,000  grant,  a  $35,000 
FmHA  loan,  and  a  FmHA  'take-out"  loan  to  retire  the  $120,000  local  revenue  bond  referenced  in  Phase  I 
funding.  The  town's  bonding  capacity  is  assumed  adequate  to  roll  over  the  $120,000  local  revenue 
bond  to  an  effective  $155,000  FmHA  longer-term  loan.  The  $35,000  additional  loan  would  amount  to  a 
payback  increase  of  approximately  $110.40  per  month,  or  $1.00  per  month  per  household. 

Phase  ll's  proposed  total  cost  is  $135,000.  The  town's  grant  request  of  $100,000  includes 
$5,500  for  administrative  salaries,  $27,000  for  engineering,  and  $67,500  for  construction. 

Phase  III  of  the  project  is  expected  to  be  funded  through  CDBG  program  and  FmHA  sources. 
Because  the  greatest  project  benefit  will  be  realized  after  all  three  phases  are  completed,  steps  should 
be  taken  soon  to  secure  Phase  III  funding. 

The  project  is  considered  financially  feasible.  Even  if  all  the  funding  sources  are  not  secured 
(Phases  II  and  III),  the  documentation  provided  supports  feasibility  in  general.  The  cost  estimate  and 
schedule  appear  reasonable  and  in  line  with  similar  projects. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMEm' 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 


or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-cun-ently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  project  indirectly  implements  State  Water  Plan  objectives  by  conserving  nearly  18  million 
gallons  of  water  per  year,  reducing  treatment  costs,  providing  adequate  fire  protection  volumes, 
eliminating  maintenance  problems  related  to  freezing  water  lines,  and  reducing  overall  system 
maintenance  costs. 

The  project  is  a  multi-use  project  that  enjoys  strong  public  support.  The  CDBG  program  has 
endorsed  the  project,  and  FmHA  funding  is  being  sought.   Referencing  the  "Community  Needs 
Assessment  Survey"  (1991),  58  percent  of  the  residents  indicated  that  making  "improvements  to  the 
water  system"  was  the  community's  first  or  second  priority.  A  system  that  will  distribute  quality  water  to 
its  users  and  conserve  18  million  gallons  of  water  each  year  likely  will  show  a  positive  effect  on  the  town 
of  Ryegate's  future  economic  development. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Phase  II  construction  would  be  a  continuation  of  Phase  I  construction,  and  Phase  I  documents 
indicate  no  adverse  environmental  impacts.   Letters  received  from  the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and 
Parks,  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  DNRC,  State  Historic  Preservation  Office,  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Enhancement,  and  American  Soil  Conservation  Society  also  indicate  no  long-term,  adverse 
environmental  impacts.  Continued  coordination  with  DNRC  and  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences'  Water  Quality  Bureau  is  suggested  to  minimize  the  potential  of  any  long-term, 
adverse  environmental  impacts  related  to  Phase  II  of  the  project.  Typical  construction-related  impacts 
involving  noise  and  dust  can  be  expected  during  the  project's  short  term. 

RECOMMENDATION 

This  project  offers  to  conserve  18  million  gallons  of  water  each  year.   DNRC  therefore 
recommends  that  the  project  be  funded.  Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax 
revenues  to  recover  the  project's  cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "paytack  capability"  and  thus 
qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the  project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a 
$33,750  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $66,250.   DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  MEPA 
requirements.  Any  outstanding  MEPA  requirements  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and 
incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective 
revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
before  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement. 
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After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will 
require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $100,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 


PROJECT  NO.  5 


APPUCANT  NAME 
PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUNT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 


YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY 
Yellowstone  River  Project 
$100,000   GRANT 


$  26.000 

(Yellowstone  River  Parks  Association) 

$  5.250 

(M.  Werner) 

$  95,228 

(Kiwanis) 

$  15,000 

(Montana  TradePort) 

$  66,933 

(Yellowstone  River  Education  Project) 

$  80,000 

(Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund) 

$  7.000 

(COP  Construction) 

$82,170 

(Midland  O'Leary  Construction) 

$  15.000  (First  Interstate  Bank) 

$492,581 

$100,000 

GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT 

The  application  submitted  to  DNRC  by  Yellowstone  County  and  the  Yellowstone  River  Parks 
Association  (YRPA)  is  concerned  primarily  with  improving  the  state's  natural  heritage  through  the 
development  of  renewable  natural  resources.  To  achieve  this,  YRPA  and  numerous  community 
organizations  plan  to  design  guidelines,  obtain  land  use  permits,  acquire  land,  analyze  projected 
activities  in  relation  to  the  Yellowstone  River  project,  evaluate  technical  specifications  for  construction 
phases,  develop  public  safety  measures,  and  sustain  natural  areas  with  cost-effective  maintenance 
programs. 

The  river  project  is  committed  to  making  positive  impacts  on  preserving  the  Yellowstone  River 
valley  in  the  development  of  renewable  natural  resources.  The  project  encourages  and  promotes 
multiple  use  of  the  river  and  surrounding  park  land  so  that  local  residents  and  visitors  to  Montana  can 
benefit  from  enhanced  fishing,  hiking,  canoeing,  boating,  biking,  bird-watching,  observing  wildlife, 
studying  natural  areas,  and  other  improved  recreational  or  outdoor  opportunities.  The  venture  began 
with  the  1991  Billings  Region  Strategic  Plan  in  conjunction  with  updating  the  1976  Bi-Centennial  River 
Master  Plan,  with  high  ranking  from  local  groups  involved  to  preserve  and  protect  the  Yellowstone  River 
through  appropriate,  multiple-use  planning  of  park  land. 
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This  approach  toward  a  comprehensive  design  and  project  implementation  is  expected  to 
identify  the  potential  options  and  constraints  of  development,  including  input  and  assistance  from  Billings 
area  communities.   Benefits  of  preserving  the  quality  of  Montana's  land,  water,  fish,  air,  wildlife,  and 
other  renewable  recreational  opportunities  will  be  enjoyed  by  the  more  than  500,000  people  who  reside 
in  Montana,  along  with  many  of  the  2  million  people  who  visit  Montana  each  year. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEm"  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  1991  Billings  Region  Strategic  Plan  identified  development  of  public  access  and 
enhancement  of  the  Yellowstone  riverfront  and  surrounding  park  land  as  a  high  regional  priority. 
Development  of  the  riverfront  corridor  will  be  accomplished  cooperatively  by  Yellowstone  County,  the 
City  of  Billings,  and  local  community  representatives  (coordinating  through  the  Yellowstone  River  Parks 
Association). 

The  project's  long-temn  purpose  is  to  make  9  miles  of  the  free-flowing  Yellowstone  River  more 
accessible  and  available  to  the  regional  public.  This  would  be  accomplished  by  protecting  the 
Yellowstone  riverfront,  river  bottom,  and  river  islands  for  use  by  area  residents  and  the  growing  influx  of 
tourists.  The  unfolding  riverfront  plan  will  designate  riverfront  corridors  and  trails  linking  Riverfront  Park, 
Big  Sky  Island  Park,  Coulson  Park,  Two  Moon  Park,  and  the  proposed  $15  million  Swim  Center  USA 

The  1992  River  Master  Plan  Update  (a  beginning  phase  was  completed  in  July  1992  by  Wirth 
Design  Associates)  will  set  out  specific  location  and  improvement  priorities  for  riverfront  development 
activities.  This  Master  Plan  Update  will  coordinate  public  land  acquisition.  Improvement  and  protection 
of  natural  areas,  recreation  development,  and  scenic  beauty  enhancement.  The  Master  Plan  will  outline 
park  land  designs,  construction  planning  and  actions,  and  long-term  operations.   Primary  riverfront 
development  activities  will  include  trail  easements,  land  acquisitions,  and  public  natural  area  designs. 
This  Master  Plan  Update  has  been  funded  by  the  Yellowstone  River  Parks  Association. 

DNRC  grant  funds  will  be  used  to  implement  the  updated  Master  Plan.  The  grant  primarily  will 
be  spent  on  riverfront  capital  improvements  such  as  trail  construction  and  land  easement  acquisition  (55 
percent  of  grant  outlays),  which  would  be  matched  approximately  $5  to  $1  by  other  project  sponsors. 
Another  portion  of  the  grant  (26  percent)  would  be  used  to  pay  professional  and  technical  costs,  mostly 
for  technical  oversight  of  environmental  design  professionals,  which  would  be  matched  $5  to  $1  by  the 
other  sponsors.  The  rest  of  the  grant  (18  percent)  would  be  used  for  project  administration,  which 
would  be  matched  $0.5  to  $1  by  other  project  sponsors. 

RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  estimated  total  project  cost  is  $492,581,  and  a  $100,000  grant  is  being  requested. 
Additional  support  in  the  amount  of  $392,581  would  be  provided  by  nine  other  cooperating 
organizations.  DNRC  grant  funds  will  be  used  to  cover  approximately  $48,250  in  capital  costs  and 
materials,  $40,500  in  labor  costs,  and  $1 1 ,250  in  operating  expenses.   Expected  costs  are  detailed  in  the 
grant  proposal,  but  these  could  change  as  plans  become  final. 
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BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  project  would  provide  major  tangible  returns  to  the  state,  would  directly  benefit  users  of  the 
Yellowstone  riverfront  area,  and  would  provide  regional  economic  benefits.  The  project  also  would 
extend  availability  of  the  free-flowing  Yellowstone  River  environment  to  the  region's  citizens  and  tourists, 
along  with  providing  an  extensive  natural  heritage  area  for  activities  such  as  fishing,  wildlife  appreciation, 
water  sports,  outdoor  museums  and  education,  picnicl<ing,  and  outdoor  recreation  activities.  Tentative 
plans  include  bike  paths,  foot  trails,  horseback  riding  trails,  viewing  stations,  wildlife  observation  points, 
outdoor  museum  locations,  picnic  areas,  and  general  parks  and  recreation  areas.   River  corridor 
developments  have  proven  to  be  major  economic  assets  to  cities  throughout  the  country.   Benefits  of 
well-planned  river  corridors  are  substantial  and  can  prove  significant  in  attracting  new  businesses. 
Because  riverfront  corridors  often  are  not  suited  for  intensive  commercial  development,  they  may  best 
be  used  as  natural  open  areas  and  riparian  floodplain  buffers. 

The  riverfront  project  enjoys  widespread,  written  support  from  the  local  public.   State  and  federal 
agencies  also  have  submitted  letters  of  support  and  are  providing  both  direct  and  indirect  funding 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Although  no  major  environmental  impacts  are  expected,  individual  developed  sites  could  see 
some  moderate  impacts.  Overall,  the  project  likely  would  see  some  cumulative  impacts  from  increased 
recreation  access  and  use  of  the  river  corridor.  This  project  may  show  some  future  benefits  from 
providing  riparian  and  floodplain  protection  by  avoiding  unplanned  commercial  and  residential 
development.  An  assessment  of  the  project's  environmental  and  social  effects,  particularly  in  the  areas 
of  historical  and  cultural  sites;  health,  safety  and  noise;  recreation;  environmental  plans  and  goals;  and 
transportation  may  be  required.  Included  in  any  environmental  review  should  be  the  opportunity  for 
public  comment.  Any  unexpected,  adverse  environmental  impacts  may  require  revising  the  project's 
scope  of  work  to  include  measures  that  would  reduce  these  impacts  to  acceptable  levels. 

RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recognizes  that  the  proposed  project  will  secure  riparian  areas  and  promote  the  beneficial 
use  of  a  recreation  resource  that  may  promote  long-temri  economic  benefits.  DNRC  therefore 
recommends  that  the  project  be  funded.   Because  plans  for  park  and  trail  acquisition  and  facility 
development  are  incomplete,  the  extent  of  project  property  acquisition,  waterfront  easements,  and 
recreation  facilities  is  preliminary.  The  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  final  project  design  and  a  budget. 
Matching  funds  shall  be  those  applied  to  the  funded  project  and  will  not  include  funds  expended  before 
a  grant  agreement  is  executed. 

Up  to  $100,000  or  25  percent  of  the  project  cost,  whichever  is  less,  shall  be  provided  after 
DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching  funds  have  been  secured,  and  after 
DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  MEPA  requirements.  Any  outstanding  MEPA 
requirements  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope 
of  work.   Ohginal  specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved 
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^  by  the  oversight  agencies  of  the  appropriate  federal  and  state  governments  before  bids  are  solicited;  by 

^         reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Yellowstone  County  or  the  City  of  Billings 
will  provide  ongoing  maintenance  of  these  improvements;  capital  improvements  provided  by  the  grant 
agreement  shall  be  the  property  of  Yellowstone  County  and/or  the  City  of  Billings. 


PROJECT  NO.  6 


APPUCAm-  NAME 


STOCKETT/CASCADE  COUNTY  WATER  AND  SEWER 
DISTRICT 


PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUNT  REQUESTED 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES* 


Stockett  Sewer  System  Improvement  Project 

$50,000   GRANT 
$150,000   LOAN 

$634,720  (Environmental  Protection  Agency  grant-secured) 

$550,680  (Fanner's  Home  Administration  grant/loan- 
application  pending) 

$375,000  (Community  Development  Block  Grant-application 
pending) 

*  Total  "OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES"  exceed  the  estimated 
project  cost.   Loan  funds  will  be  tumed  back  either  to  DNRC  or 
FmHA  if  all  pending  applications  are  funded  as  requested. 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 


$1,185,400 


$  50,000  GRANT 
$150,000  LOAN 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT 

Stockett  is  an  unincorporated  community  of  240  people  located  16  miles  southeast  of  Great 
Falls.   Houses  are  densely  configured,  pre-emptying  on-site  sewage  disposal.  The  community  is 
affected  by  the  legacy  of  past  coal  mining. 

Stockett  has  a  newly  fomried  water  and  sewer  district  that  services  93  water  customers.  The 
water  system  is  new,  has  no  capital  indebtedness,  and  assesses  $14  per  month  in  operation  and 
maintenance  fees. 


% 


Several  old  sewer  systems  in  Stockett  pose  serious  health  hazards  and  negative  surface  water 
quality  impacts.   One  system  brings  septic  tank  effluent  from  14  homes  to  a  failed  gravel  filter  bed.  This 
bed  is  severely  overloaded,  resulting  in  surface  and  pooled  sewage  on  the  ground  in  the  town's  center. 
Another  system  directs  septic  tank  effluent  from  32  homes  directly  to  Cottonwood  Creek.  At  least  8 

16 


other  homes  with  no  drain  fields  discharge  septic  tanl<  effluent  to  the  creel<,  in  yards,  or  to  borrow  pits. 
Regulatory  agencies  have  placed  the  district  on  a  compliance  schedule. 

Proposed  improvements  suggested  in  a  wastewater  master  plan  completed  in  1991  include  a 
collection  system  with  septic  tanks  followed  by  conveyance  to  a  treatment  lagoon.  The  project's  cost  is 
estimated  at  $1.19  million,  with  monthly  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of  $15  per  user. 

The  district  has  received  a  $634,720  EPA  (Environmental  Protection  Agency)  grant  contingent  on 
filling  out  the  financial  package.  The  unfunded  expense  is  $550,680,  yielding  user  fees  of  $64,000  per 
month  without  additional  grant  funds. 

DNRC  grant  and  loan  funds  will  leverage  the  EPA  grant,  eliminate  a  public  health  hazard,  and 
improve  receiving  stream  quality. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Stockett's  existing  situation  has  been  well-documented,  and  its  health  and  environmental 
problems  have  been  publicly  addressed  at  various  times  throughout  the  past  20  years.   In  1979,  voters 
defeated  a  resolution  that  would  have  created  a  Rural  Special  Improvement  District  (RSID)  for  the 
communities  of  Stockett,  Sand  Coulee,  Centerville,  and  Tracy  to  develop  a  centralized  wastewater 
collection  and  treatment  facility.  Since  that  time,  Stockett  has  been  developing  plans  to  construct  its 
own  system  and  completed  a  thorough  facilities  plan  in  1991. 

The  1991  facilities  plan  identified  five  options  for  correcting  the  problem.  Detailed  cost  estimates 
were  prepared  for  each  option,  and  the  least-cost  alternative  was  selected.  Although  some  of  the  other 
alternatives  were  considered  technically  feasible,  they  proved  to  be  cost-prohibitive.   Stockett  proposes 
using  an  alternate  sewer  system  in  which  part  of  the  treatment  takes  place  before  reaching  the  lagoon. 
All  the  wastewater  that  enters  the  lagoon  will  have  passed  through  septic  tanks  where  a  significant 
amount  of  the  solids  will  be  removed.  This  "pre-treatment"  allows  the  size  of  the  sewer  mains  and 
lagoons  to  be  reduced,  thereby  reducing  the  project's  cost. 

While  preparing  the  facilities  plan,  Stockett  coordinated  efforts  with  several  local,  state,  and 
federal  agencies.  All  necessary  permits  have  been  identified,  though  none  have  been  applied  for. 
Obtaining  the  permits,  however,  should  pose  no  problems.  The  applicant  has  contacted  landowners  to 
obtain  easements  or  purchase  land  required  for  the  project  and  does  not  anticipate  any  problems  with 
acquiring  the  land.  Both  the  project's  budget  and  its  proposed  schedule  appear  realistic. 


RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  cost  estimate  included  in  the  application  Is  realistic,  and  the  figures  are  adequately 
documented  in  the  facilities  plan.  The  system's  93  users  now  pay  no  sewer  user  fees  because  they  own 
their  respective  sewer  systems.  The  user  fee  necessary  to  repay  a  $150,000  loan  will  amount  to 
approximately  $150  per  user  per  year.  An  additional  operation  and  maintenance  fee  will  raise  the  total 
user  fee  to  approximately  $280  per  year  or  $23.34  per  month.  While  this  is  significantly  more  than  the 
current  rate,  it  is  not  out  of  line  in  comparison  to  other  communities  the  size  of  Stockett. 
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The  total  project  will  cost  $1,185,400.  DNRC  funding  will  amount  to  $200,000,  including  a 
$50,000  grant  and  a  $150,000  loan  that  will  be  used  to  pay  administrative  salaries  of  $1,000;  bond 
council  fees  of  $4,000;  other  related  administrative  costs  (utilities,  communications,  supplies,  and  travel) 
of  $1,200;  technical  costs  of  $20,406;  construction  costs  of  $154,078;  construction  contingency  costs  of 
$14,816;  and  bond  administration  fees  of  $4,500. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  project  will  significantly  protect  the  Stockett  area's  water  resources.   For  example,  after  the 
project  is  completed,  Cottonwood  Creek  will  be  protected  because  raw  sewage  no  longer  will  be 
dumped  into  the  watercourse.   Eliminating  raw  sewage  from  surfacing  in  the  community  also  will  protect 
the  groundwater. 

Stockett  is  somewhat  of  a  "bedroom  community"  for  Great  Falls,  and  without  an  adequate  sewer 
system  the  town  has  little  hope  for  expansion.  It  already  has  upgraded  its  water  system,  and  an 
improved  sewer  system  will  support  future  economic  development.  The  community  enjoys  strong  public 
support  for  this  project. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Minor,  adverse  environmental  effects  associated  with  this  project  will  take  place  during 
construction  as  a  result  of  earth-moving  operations  that  will  cause  some  dust  and  noise  pollution. 
Proper  precautions  taken  during  construction  will  help  reduce  these  impacts. 

The  project's  long-tenn  environmental  benefits  include  improved  water  quality  and  increased 
public  health  protection.  The  project  will  keep  raw  sewage  from  approximately  32  homes  from  flowing 
into  Cottonwood  Creek.   It  also  will  eliminate  other  homes'  raw  sewage  from  surfacing  in  the  middle  of 
the  community. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenues  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.  DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $150,000.  DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  MEPA 
requirements.  Any  conditions  or  requirements  resulting  from  an  environmental  review  shall  be  stipulated 
in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  Original 
specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Department 
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of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  before  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be 
included  in  the  project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  v^^ork  will 
require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those 
already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

If  grant  funding  Is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $200,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

PROJECT  NO.  7 

APPUCANT  NAME  MONTANA  STATE  UNIVERSITY.  MONTANA  WATERCOURSE 

PROJECT  NAME  Working  Partnerships  for  Innovative  Water  Resource  Education 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $94,900  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  19,250   (Montana  Watercourse) 

$  3,750  (Western  Watercourse) 
$  10,852  (Montana  Water  Center) 
$  20,394  (Montana  State  University) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $149,146 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $94,900  GRANT 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

An  informed  public  is  a  necessary  prerequisite  to  achieving  the  wise  use,  conservation,  and 
enhancement  of  the  state's  water  resources  over  the  long  term.  Increased  demands  for  youth  and  adult 
water  resource  education  reflect  a  growing  need  to  advance  public  knowledge  about  Montana's  water 
resources  and  to  provide  useful  information  and  assistance  about  actions  that  individuals,  groups,  and 
communities  can  take  to  sustain  the  state's  future  water  resource  base. 

This  project  would  engage  the  Montana  Watercourse  as  coordinator  of  four,  multi-agency,  water 
education  activities.  These  would  activate  "working  partnerships"  among  a  wide  variety  of  water 
resource  entities  in  Montana  through  the  collaborative  development  and  delivery  of  innovative,  broad- 
based,  water  resource  education  opportunities. 

The  proposed  water  education  activities  are  explained  below. 

1.  Develop  and  provide  three  intensive  summer  field  courses-"Watershed  Week  on  the 

Flathead,"  "Watershed  Week  on  the  Clark  Fork,"  and  "Watershed  Week  on  the  Missouri"- 
for  Montana  educators  seeking  first-hand  exposure  to  multi-disciplinary  aspects  of  water 
resource  use  and  management. 
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2.  Train  a  network  of  educators  and  disseminate  tiie  "Clarl<  Fork  Curriculum,"  an  existing 
model,  multi-disciplinary,  water  resource  notebook  for  Montana's  secondary  educators. 

3.  Develop  and  provide  "From  Public  Works  to  Public  Education,"  a  two-day  training 
workshop  for  water  and  wastewater  treatment  operators  to  teach  them  practical, 
effective  ways  to  use  their  expertise  and  work  environment  to  public  benefit  for 
community  water  resource  education. 

4.  Develop  and  disseminate  "From  Drink  to  Drain,"  community  education  modules  about 
groundwater  quality  and  quantity  to  support  State  Water  Plan  recommendations. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  number  of  programs  and  agencies  involved  in  educating  the  public  about  water  resource 
management  has  mushroomed  during  recent  years,  which  provides  evidence  of  the  large  perceived 
need  for  water  resource  education.  These  efforts  usually  are  issue-specific,  however,  and  reflect  the 
mission  and  goals  of  the  particular  public  or  private  entity  undertaking  the  educational  effort.  Because 
there  is  little  coordination  of  these  efforts,  they  often  create  the  mistaken  impression  of  "single-issue" 
water  resource  problems,  or  they  emphasize  one  aspect  of  resource  management  when,  in  fact,  the 
challenge  is  much  broader.  Seldom  presented  is  the  "big  picture,"  which  shows  the  actual  complexity, 
Interrelated ness,  and  multiple  responsibilities  for  real-world  water  resource  management. 

This  proposal's  goal  is  to  cultivate  a  more  accurate  public  understanding  of  the  actual  intricacies 
and  interrelationships  involved  in  water  management  by  coordinating  current  educational  efforts  and 
creating  working  partnerships  among  the  many  entities  involved.  The  longer-tenn  purpose  is  to  cultivate 
a  self-sustaining  climate  of  understanding  and  cooperation  among  these  entities  through  the  realization 
that  collaboration  for  effective  water  resource  education  produces  better  results  and  has  mutual 
advantages. 

"Working  Partnerships"  would  be  established  through  the  four  activities  previously  described. 
The  first  activity,  "Watershed  Weeks,"  would  provide  Montana  teachers  first-hand  exposure  to  the  multi- 
faceted  dimensions  of  water  resource  use  and  management  in  their  regions.  Teachers  would  take  bus 
tours  to  see  and  hear  from  a  variety  of  water  resource  experts  who  live  and  work  in  the  various  basins. 
These  experts  would  include  water  treatment  plant  operators,  irrigation  district  managers,  forestry 
officials,  fisheries  biologists,  dam  operators,  and  conservation  district  supervisors.  Three  week-long  field 
courses  would  be  held  during  the  summers  of  1993,  1994,  and  1995-one  each  in  the  Flathead,  Clark 
Fork,  and  Missouri  basins.  Teachers  would  gain  graduate  school  credit  in  exchange  for  agreeing  to 
prepare  and  use  lesson  plans  in  their  classrooms  as  a  result  of  their  experiences. 

The  second  activity,  the  Clark  Fork  Curriculum,  is  a  first-of-its-kind,  "cross-content'  educational 
methodology  for  middle  and  secondary  teachers.  The  Missoula  Conservation  District  developed  the 
curriculum,  which  includes  a  history  of  the  watershed,  a  description  of  stream  dynamics  and  ecology 
and  land  use  impacts,  and  a  public-hearing,  role-playing  simulation.  This  proposal  would  disseminate 
the  curriculum,  provide  the  necessary  equipment,  and  train  teachers  outside  the  Clark  Fork  basin  to 
apply  this  educational  tool  throughout  Montana. 

The  third  activity  under  this  proposal  would  provide  training  for  municipal  waterworks  and 
wastewater  personnel  to  take  on  the  roles  of  community  water  resource  educators.  As  a  result,  they 
would  be  able  to  provide  effective  tours  of  their  facilities  and  possess  the  tools  to  share  their  expertise 
for  a  more  water-literate  public. 


20 


The  fourth  activity  would  provide  community  education  on  the  local  groundwater  resource  and 
how  it  best  can  be  used  and  protected.  The  Montana  Watercourse  staff  and  local  water  managers  will 
collaborate  to  conduct  these  community  workshops. 

All  four  of  these  activities  represent  creative  approaches  toward  the  difficult  task  of  educating  the 
public  about  water  resource  management  that  uses  existing  expertise  and  resources.  They  attempt  to 
make  existing  resources  more  effective  through  collaboration  and  improved  coordination.  As  a  result, 
the  final  product  will  produce  better-educated  teachers,  children,  and  adults  and,  in  the  long  term,  better 
water  resource  management  decisions. 

The  proposal  would  make  the  Montana  Watercourse  primarily  responsible  for  coordinating  water 
education  in  Montana,  which  is  something  the  state  needs.   Dozens  of  potential  cooperators  have  been 
identified,  many  of  whom  submitted  letters  of  support.  No  legal  hurdles  to  the  proposal  were  identified, 
and  the  schedule  appears  realistic.   Overall,  the  budget  appears  reasonable,  although  certain  items 
could  be  eliminated.  Specifically,  paying  stipends  for  workshop  speakers  in  addition  to  travel  expenses 
should  not  be  necessary.  This  would  save  $3,100  under  activities  #2  and  #3. 

FINANCIAL  ASSESSMENT 

Costs  paid  with  grant  funds  will  include  $31 ,000  for  administrative  salaries;  $4,000  for  associated 
administrative  costs,  including  communications,  supplies,  and  travel;  and  $59,900  for  technical  costs, 
including  travel  ($30,000),  communications,  printing,  equipment,  speaker  fees,  and  audio-visual  and 
instructional  handout  materials.   Matching  funds  of  $54,246  will  be  used  to  pay  $31 ,000  for  administrative 
salaries,  $20,394  for  university  indirect  costs,  and  $2,852  for  technical  staff.   University  indirect  costs 
amount  to  nearly  14  percent  of  the  total  budget. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-cun-ently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  proposal  indirectly  supports  adopted  recommendations  of  the  State  Water  Plan,  along  with 
a  direct  recommendation  in  a  plan  section  that  has  been  proposed  but  not  yet  adopted.  The  proposal 
would  provide  significant  water  conservation,  management,  or  protection  through  improved  public 
education.  Several  letters  of  support  have  been  received  from  local,  state,  and  federal  water  managers. 
By  providing  direct  educational  opportunities  or  training  to  540  Montanans,  the  proposal  would  show  a 
direct  tangible  effect.  Also,  after  educators  apply  the  training  they  receive,  indirect  benefits  will  be 
provided  to  potentially  thousands  more. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

No  environmental  impacts  are  anticipated  from  this  proposal. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  to  recover  all  or  part  of  the  project's  cost,  the 
project  is  considered  to  have  limited  "payback  capability"  and  therefore  must  provide  additional  matching 
funds  to  the  extent  possible.  DNRC  recommends  a  grant  up  to  $94,900  to  be  negotiated  based  on  the 
project  sponsor's  ability  to  assess  training  fees. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  training  fees  have  been  established.  University  indirect  costs  and 
university  salaries  included  in  legislatively  approved  university  budgets  authorized  in  a  1994-95 
appropriations  bill  shall  not  be  reimbursed  with  grant  funds. 

Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 
Any  funds  received  from  training  fees  and  sources  other  than  those  already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar- 
for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 


PROJECT  NO.  8 

APPUCANT  NAME  BUTTE-SILVER  BOW  GOVERNMENT 

PROJECT  NAME  Municipal  Compost  Production  from  Yard  Waste  and  Sludge 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $99,864  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $108,670   (Project  Sponsor) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $208,534 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $50,000  GRANT 

$49,864   LOAN 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Butte-Silver  Bow  will  open  a  new  landfill  during  1992.  To  extend  its  life,  the  new  facility  has  been 
designed  to  include  several  recycling  components,  one  of  which  is  a  separate  area  for  yard  waste 
collection  and  compost  production.  At  the  same  time,  Butte  faces  a  major  challenge  in  the  area  of 
wastewater  treatment,  with  new  federal  regulations  scheduled  to  become  effective  in  1993  and  1994  that 
will  mandate  discontinuation  of  Butte's  sludge  injection  facility.  Composting  is  a  promising  alternative  for 
sludge  disposal. 

This  grant  proposal  describes  a  demonstration  project  that  will  confirm  Butte's  potential  to 
incorporate  sludge  composting  into  the  composting  operation  planned  for  the  new  solid  waste  landfill. 
Among  its  main  objectives,  the  project  will  identify  the  most  efficient  means  to  collect  municipal  yard 
waste,  quantify  the  amount  of  yard  waste  generated  in  Butte's  waste  stream,  determine  the  most 
effective  method  to  use  municipal  sludge  with  yard  waste  for  compost  production,  and  analyze  the 
quality  and  beneficial  uses  of  the  compost  product.  Information  gathered  in  the  demonstration  project 
will  be  used  to  develop  design  and  cost  parameters  for  full-scale  composting  operations. 

Although  compost  production  is  a  proven  technology,  the  practical  aspects  of  implementing  the 
technology  in  the  context  of  local  government  operations  are  not  fully  understood.  Also,  the  use  of 
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sludge  compost  is  regulated  and,  in  Butte  where  heavy  metals  contamination  is  prevalent,  it  will  be 
important  to  verify  that  the  compost  product  will  meet  federal  standards  for  unrestricted  distribution. 

Waste  management  is  perhaps  the  biggest  challenge  facing  municipal  government  during  the 
90s.  Through  this  project,  Butte  seeks  to  turn  a  problem  into  a  solution  and  respectfully  requests 
support  from  the  Water  Development  and  Renewable  Resource  Development  programs  to  help  get  the 
job  done. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

During  late  1991,  the  EPA  (Environmental  Protection  Agency)  announced  that  agency  staff  had 
completed  work  on  preliminary  rules  for  sludge  disposal.  In  releasing  its  draft  rules,  the  EPA  said  that 
sludge  injection  facilities  of  the  type  EPA  approved  for  Butte  as  recently  as  1981  no  longer  would  be 
allowed.  This  project  seeks  to  replace  Butte's  current  sludge  injection  process  with  a  sludge- 
composting  alternative. 

Additional  altematives  for  sludge  disposal  include  incineration,  land-filling,  and  dispersed  land 
injection.  Incineration  is  a  controversial  process  that  may  encounter  permitting  problems.  Land-filling  is 
a  practice  that  is  not  in  concordance  with  federal  and  state  waste  management  goals.   Dispersed  land 
injection  is  limited  by  the  availability  of  suitable  farm  land  In  the  Butte  area. 

Composting  sludge  will  involve  collecting  yard  waste  and  mixing  this  material  with  dewatered 
sludge.  The  mixture  will  be  tested  for  metal  content,  and  the  resulting  material  will  serve  as  a  soil  source 
for  Superfund  clean-up  efforts. 

Butte-Silver  Bow  recently  completed  the  process  of  permitting  a  new  landfill.  To  meet  waste 
reduction  standards,  a  recycling  area  is  designated  within  the  landfill  for  yard  waste  and  materials  such 
as  cardboard,  glass,  and  aluminum.  A  team  of  residents  has  worked  to  determine  whether  composting 
yard  waste  with  municipal  sludge  is  feasible.  The  local  garbage  collector  has  contracted  to  collect  and 
deliver  yard  waste  for  stockpiling  and  to  assess  the  volume  of  available  materials.  A  process  to  dewater 
sludge  will  be  developed,  compost  will  be  produced,  and  the  materials  will  be  analyzed.   Markets  for  the 
waste  product  will  be  evaluated,  and  a  community  education  program  will  be  developed.  A  long-term 
plan  to  identify  adequate  yard  waste  sources  in  the  Butte  area  also  will  be  developed. 

The  project  sponsor  is  working  with  a  consultant  and  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences  to  ensure  compliance  with  all  environmental  requirements.  The  proposal's 
budget  is  well-developed,  with  all  costs  shared  equally  except  for  the  cost  of  the  consulting  study 
currently  undenway  that  was  financed  by  the  project  sponsor. 

RNANQAL  ASSESSMEm* 

Costs  listed  in  the  $99,864  grant  request  include  employee  salaries  of  $43,119  and  associated 
costs  of  $56,745.  These  associated  costs  include  $1 ,000  for  general  and  laboratory  supplies,  $250  for 
communications,  $500  for  publicity,  $2,500  for  equipment  rental,  $39,745  for  contracted  services,  $4,750 
for  materials  and  equipment,  and  $8,000  for  wood  chip  purchases. 
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BENEFIT  ASSESSMENTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  community  will  benefit  significantly  from  the  project  by  fulfilling  EPA  regulatory  requirements, 
reducing  materials  deposited  in  the  permitted  landfill,  and  producing  fill  material  suitable  for  local 
Superfund  efforts.  These  efforts  will  provide  a  significant,  ongoing  return  to  the  local  community  and 
may  provide  for  the  future  disposal  of  yard  waste  from  nearby  communities. 

ENVlRONMEhJTAL  ASSESSMEr^ 

The  potential  for  leachate  from  the  compost  to  contaminate  surface  water  through  runoff  or  the 
shallow  aquifers  under  the  municipal  landfill  composting  site  must  be  considered.  The  Department  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  would  have  to  approve  the  use  of  the  municipal  sludge  for 
composting  at  the  landfill  site.   In  providing  any  required  permits,  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences'  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau  may  determine  that  an  environmental  assessment  is 
necessary  to  identify  any  impacts  on  surface  water  or  groundwater,  along  with  the  measures  necessary 
to  reduce  those  impacts  to  acceptable  levels.  This  review  also  would  include  the  opportunity  for  public 
comment. 

If  the  proposed  project's  scope  is  amended  in  any  way,  the  potential  for  adverse  environmental 
Impacts  shall  be  reconsidered  before  any  change  of  approach  is  undertaken. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenues  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $49,864.   DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget;  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured;  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  MEPA 
requirements.  Any  outstanding  fwlEPA  requirements  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and 
incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.   Butte-Silver  Bow  will  commit  and  document 
expenditures  of  at  least  $108,670.   Documentation  of  matching  funds  will  include  the  cost  of  the  sludge 
disposal  option  study  now  being  conducted. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $99,864. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 
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PROJECT  NO.  9 

APPUCAMT  NAME  DARBY  SCHOOL  DISTRICT  NO.  9 

PROJECT  NAME  Darby  School  Park  Project 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $25,300  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $15,671    (Darby  School  District) 

$  1 ,800  (Soil  Conservation  Service) 
$  6,100  (Trapper  Creek  Job  Corps) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $48,871 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $25,300  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT 

The  Darby  School  District  is  again  requesting  funds  to  assist  in  creating  a  community  multiple- 
use  park  on  6.5  acres  of  land  located  on  school  district  property  between  the  existing  elementary  and 
high  school  facilities.  The  park  will  be  easily  accessed  and  available  to  the  public  and  tourists,  but  also 
will  be  used  by  the  560  students  enrolled  in  the  school  system. 

Along  with  a  picnic  and  day-use  area  for  tourists  and  southern  Ravalli  County  residents,  specific 
areas  will  be  available  for  studying  natural  resource  conservation  and  science  education  and  for 
playground  and  recreational  use.  Total  handicap  access  with  adaptive  playground  and  recreational 
equipment  also  will  be  available,  along  with  a  physical  fitness  outdoor  exercise  area.  An  underground 
sprinkler  system  will  be  installed  to  irrigate  the  grass,  trees,  and  shrubs  that  make  up  the  landscaping. 

With  the  population  boom  in  Ravalli  County,  the  Darby  School  District  feels  that  a  valid  need 
exists  for  this  type  of  activity  center,  especially  in  the  valley's  southern  end. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  Darby  School  District  is  a  Class  II  rural  school  district  that  serves  560  students  in  the 
southern  Bitterroot  valley.  The  school  serves  a  mountainous  1 ,700-square-mile  region  of  primarily  low- 
income  households.  As  a  result,  per-student  school  expenditures  are  well  below  (31  percent)  the 
statewide  average. 

The  school  district  has  6.5  acres  of  school  land  between  the  elementary  and  high  schools  that 
would  become  a  multiple-use,  school  park  area.  This  new  school  park  would  be  used  for  the 
educational,  recreational,  and  physical  development  of  district  students  and  also  would  be  available  for 
the  general  public's  use.  The  park  would  include  five  distinct  sections: 

1.  an  outdoor  classroom  area  for  conducting  science  projects  that  deal  with  natural  resources  and 
the  environment; 

2.  a  general  recreation  area  for  a  variety  of  playground  activities; 
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3.  a  physical  education  area  and  playground  for  handicapped  students  (Darby  has  an  enrollment  of 
51  handicapped  students); 

4.  a  reconstructed  softball  field;  and 

5.  a  specific  outdoor  exercise  course  with  a  series  of  exercise  stations. 

The  rest  of  the  park  would  be  landscaped  as  a  large  city  park  with  grass,  shrubs,  and  trees.  A 
new  irrigation  system  drawing  water  from  a  now  lightly  used  school  well  would  provide  water  to  the  park 
area,  thereby  reducing  demands  on  an  ailing  city  water  system. 

The  general  park  design  has  been  prepared  by  the  USDA  (U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture)  Soil 
Conservation  Service  (SCS).  The  SCS  and  the  Ravalli  County  Extension  Office  will  provide  general 
vegetative  planning  and  landscaping  guidance.  The  USDA  Trapper  Creek  Job  Corps  Center  has  agreed 
to  construct  all  tables  and  benches  for  the  park,  along  with  the  less-specialized  equipment  for  the 
handicapped  physical  education  area  and  the  outdoor  exercise  course.  The  project  will  be  constructed 
entirely  on  school  land,  and  school  department  and  maintenance  staff  will  provide  ongoing  operation 
and  maintenance. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENTT 

The  total  project  cost  is  estimated  at  $48,871 .  A  $25,300  grant  is  being  requested  for 
construction  and  construction  contingency.   Other  project  assistance  in  the  amount  of  $23,571  will  be 
provided  by  the  SCS,  the  USDA  Job  Corps  Center,  and  the  Darby  School  District.  Because  site  plans 
are  preliminary,  project  cost  estimates  could  change.  Any  contingencies,  additional  design  work, 
monitoring,  and  general  construction  administration  would  be  provided  by  the  school  district  and  other 
project  sponsors. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  tangible  on-site  benefits,  would  meet  a  significant  local 
educational  need,  and  would  provide  some  county-wide  economic  benefits.   It  also  would  expand  the 
scope  of  city  recreation  opportunities  and  increase  Darby's  desirability  as  a  full-service  community.  The 
project  has  received  widespread  local  support. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project  would  produce  some  local  impacts  because  landscaping  would  disturb  the  soil  and 
create  a  certain  amount  of  dust  and  noise.  As  new  vegetation  is  established,  however,  this  impact 
would  be  reduced  and  eventually  eliminated.   Installing  water-sprinkling  lines  prot)ably  would  improve 
vegetative  cover  and  reduce  soil  erosion.  Cumulative  impacts  may  be  caused  by  the  increased  student 
and  public  recreation  use  of  the  park  area.   Plans  do  not  indicate  the  installation  of  public  facilities  such 
as  rest  rooms,  and  the  lack  of  these  facilities  may  place  greater  demands  on  nearby  facilities  such  as 
the  high  school  and  the  grade  school. 
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The  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  should  be  consulted  to  determine  the 
need  for  sanitary  facilities.   DNRC  will  work  with  the  Darby  School  District  to  ensure  that  any  applicable 
local  and  state  permits  or  approvals  are  secured.  An  environmental  assessment  may  be  required  for 
project  permit  approval. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  MEPA.  Any 
outstanding  MEPA  requirements  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of 
the  project's  scope  of  work.   Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted 
to  and  approved  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and,  if  required,  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences  before  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the 
project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment. 


PROJECT  NO.  10 

APPUCANT  NAME  MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE  LANDS,  FORESTRY 

DIVISION 

PROJECT  NAME  Reforestation  Projects  on  State  Lands 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $83,185  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $4,712  (Project  Sponsor) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $87,897 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $21,974  GRANT 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  Department  of  State  Lands  requests  a  grant  for  reforestation  projects  on  state  school  trust 
lands.  These  projects  would  increase  forest  productivity,  improve  forest  health,  and  provide 
environmental  benefits  on  lands  that  have  been  harvested  for  timber. 

The  Department  of  State  Lands  proposes  reforestation  projects  on  463  acres  in  northwestem 
Montana.  These  sites  were  harvested  between  1987  and  1990,  have  not  been  reforested,  and  likely  will 
remain  non-stocked  or  poorly  stocked  for  many  years  without  treatment.  Planting  would  increase  long- 
term  financial  returns  to  the  state  school  trust  accounts.  Each  grant  dollar  spent  would  yield  an 
estimated  $1.79  to  $2.05  in  discounted  financial  benefits  to  the  trust.  In  addition,  planting  would  provide 
forest  conditions  less  vulnerable  to  insect  and  disease  loss,  provide  for  the  recovery  of  harvested 
watersheds,  and  improve  wildlife  cover.   By  doing  so,  cumulative  effects  limitations  on  timber  harvest  in 
the  affected  drainage  would  be  reduced,  thereby  increasing  the  potential  timber  supply  from  state  lands 
throughout  the  next  few  decades.  Finally,  by  helping  to  provide  a  sustained  timber  supply,  the  projects 
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would  help  maintain  employment  in  the  forest  products  industry. 

The  Department  of  State  Lands'  timber  stand  improvement  funds  are  inadequate  to  fund  these 
projects  and  still  achieve  its  other  timber  stand  improvement  needs.  Therefore,  the  department  will  not 
be  able  to  complete  these  projects  and  produce  the  anticipated  benefits  without  the  requested  funding. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  Forestry  Division  manages  state  school  trust  lands  under  the  direction  of  the  State  Board  of 
Land  Commissioners.   Reforestation  needs  and  costs  are  identified  when  a  timber  sale  is  developed,  and 
a  timber  stand  improvement  fee  is  assessed  that  is  used  to  pay  for  reforestation  and  other  timber  stand 
improvement  work.  The  Forestry  Division  determines  the  fee  per  thousand  board  feet  based  on  annual 
planting,  thinning,  and  other  timber  stand  improvement  costs  and  on  the  volume  of  anticipated  annual 
timber  sales.  Timber  stand  improvement  fee  recommendations  then  are  prepared  for  Board  approval. 
Fees  have  not  been  assessed  to  provide  for  contingencies;  therefore,  some  areas  of  state  trust  land  will 
remain  non-stocl<ed  or  poorly  stocked  for  many  years  unless  additional  funding  sources  are  obtained. 

Three  areas  have  been  identified  for  re-stocking  with  project  funds:  Richards  Creek  where  the 
Sterling  Gulch  fire  destroyed  seed  trees;  Harris  Creek  where  old  growth  ponderosa  pine  was  harvested 
to  manage  for  pine  beetle;  and  Lake  Mary  Ronan  where  prior  replanting  efforts  were  frustrated  by  poor 
root  growth  in  the  replacement  stock.  Apparently,  the  Forestry  Division  does  not  have  a  contingency 
fund  to  pay  for  reforesting  areas  when  initial  replanting  efforts  fail,  or  else  the  contingency  fund  is  not 
adequate. 

Sites  will  be  planted  with  container  seedlings  instead  of  bare-root  stock.  Trees-primarily 
ponderosa  pine-that  can  be  produced  by  the  Department  of  State  Lands'  nursery  at  a  cost  of  18c  per 
seedling  will  be  used.  Planting  will  take  place  under  contract  at  a  base  cost  of  25c  per  seedling. 
Because  of  the  delay  in  reforesting  these  sites,  dense  grass  sod  exists  in  some  areas  and  will  have  to  be 
chemically  or  manually  removed  at  an  additional  cost  of  I2c  per  seedling.  For  an  additional  cost  of  2c 
per  seedling,  the  Forestry  Division  inspects  all  contract  planting. 

No  coordination  with  other  agencies  is  necessary  during  the  course  of  reforesting  state  trust 
lands.  The  Forestry  Division,  however,  will  need  to  take  steps  to  comply  with  the  Montana 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  if  chemical  defoliants  are  used  in  preparing  sites.  In  the  past,  funds 
collected  to  replace  harvested  timber  have  been  inadequate  to  meet  contingencies  associated  with 
reforesting  efforts.  The  application  fails  to  address  any  changes  that  would  be  necessary  to  ensure  that 
no  funding  will  be  needed  to  resolve  similar  problems  in  the  future.  The  budget  is  well-documented 
based  on  cost  schedules  that  have  been  used  for  similar  projects. 

RNANOAL  ASSESSMENTT 

The  proposed  budget  totals  $87,897.  The  $83,185  grant  request  for  tree  and  planting  costs 
includes  $8,182  for  inflation  and  $6,817  for  contingencies.   No  contract  administration  funds  or  technical 
or  professional  costs  are  requested.  Total  grant  administrative  costs  are  $1 ,603,  which  amount  to  only 
1 .8  percent  of  the  project. 
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BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

As  a  reforestation  project,  the  project  provides  limited  water  development  benefits.   Replanting 
trees  will  reduce  runoff  levels  and  associated  erosion  and  river  sedimentation.   Documentation  of  Board 
and/or  public  support  for  the  proposed  project  was  not  provided.  The  benefits  claimed  under  the 
project  are  those  that  should  have  been  realized  through  proper  school  trust  management.  Those 
benefits  were  not  provided,  however,  because  timber  stock  improvement  fees  collected  through  timber 
sales  have  not  been  sufficient  to  provide  for  re-stocking  all  harvested  areas-especially  when  initial 
reforestation  efforts  are  frustrated  by  unforeseen  problems. 

Significant  benefits  will  be  realized  from  these  reforestation  projects,  assuming  that  no  additional, 
unforeseen  problems  arise.   Faster-growing  forest  stands  of  healthy  species  will  be  produced  that,  in 
turn,  will  be  re-han/ested  to  benefit  the  school  trust.  Converting  these  sites  to  faster-growing  and 
healthier  trees  also  will  provide  substantially  greater  financial  returns.   Intangible  benefits  include  the 
earlier  development  of  hiding  cover  for  wildlife,  along  with  increased  watershed  protection. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  "Reforestation  Projects  on  State  Lands"  would  be  caused 
by  the  disturbance  of  small  sites  for  planting  trees  and  by  any  road  construction  needed  for  access  to 
the  areas  to  be  treated.  In  some  areas,  herbicide  would  be  used  to  clear  vegetation  from  planting  sites. 
Indirect  benefits  from  the  planting  likely  will  be  realized  over  time  as  the  planted  trees  grow.  Cumulative 
effects  may  prove  both  adverse  and  beneficial.  Over  time,  reforestation  would  help  the  recovery  of 
affected  watersheds.  Also  expected  is  the  additional  harvest  of  timber  in  surrounding  areas,  which  may 
offset  the  proposed  project's  benefits.  As  the  project's  trees  mature,  they  may  be  harvested. 

In  this  instance,  logging  state  lands  to  produce  short-term  revenue  for  support  of  the  school 
trust  fund  has  created  cumulative  impacts  that  limit  both  the  ability  to  produce  additional  revenue  and  to 
remedy  created  environmental  problems.  This  project  raises  questions  concerning  the  extent  of  the 
conflict  between  the  management  of  trust  lands  to  maximize  revenue  and  the  sound  resource 
management  necessary  to  prevent  long-term  environmental  effects.   Some  balance  should  be 
maintained  between  the  trust  objective  and  the  ability  to  manage  these  lands  without  creating  hidden 
environmental  costs.  Because  changes  in  the  management  of  the  trust  lands  would  require  legislative 
action,  the  subject  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  review. 

Before  any  agreement  is  made  to  fund  the  "Reforestation  of  Projects  on  State  Lands,"  to  comply 
with  MEPA  the  Department  of  State  Lands  may  be  required  to  prepare  an  environmental  document  to 
determine  whether  the  proposed  actions  will  indeed  provide  the  level  of  remediation  believed  necessary. 
Through  an  environmental  assessment,  the  Department  of  State  Lands  should  investigate  the  methods 
and  mitigation  that  will  result  in  minor  environmental  effects.  The  environmental  document  may  result  in 
a  change  of  approach  for  the  grant  agreement. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  timber  stand  improvement  fees  to  recover  the  cost 
of  this  project,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25 
percent  of  the  project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $21 ,974  grant.   Future 
timber  sale  contracts  shall  include  a  contingency  in  the  timber  stand  improvement  fee  to  pay  for 
reforestation  in  areas  damaged  by  fire  or  othen/vise  not  successfully  reclaimed  in  initial  reforestation 
efforts. 
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Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  worl<  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  v^/ith  MEPA. 
Additional  requirements  or  any  change  of  approach  identified  in  the  environmental  assessment  shall  be 
stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.   Costs 
associated  only  with  tree  purchase  and  planting  will  be  paid.  The  Forestry  Division  will  pay  for 
administrative  and  inspection  costs.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional 
reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 


PROJECTNO.il 


APPUCANT  NAME 


HUNTLEY/YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY  WATER  AND  SEWER 
DISTRICT 


PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUNT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES 


Huntley  Water  District  Water  System  Rehabilitation  Project 

$100,000   GRANT 

$375,000  (Community  Development  Block  Grant) 
$220,300  (Fanner's  Home  Administration  Grant) 
$  50,000  (Farmer's  Home  Administration  Loan) 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 


$745,300 


$50,000  GRANT 
$50,000   LOAN 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  proposed  water  system  rehabilitation  project  seeks  to  bring  more  reliable  water  service  and 
better  quality  water  to  the  district's  customers  in  the  most  cost-effective  manner  possible. 

These  objectives  will  be  accomplished  by: 

1 .  Providing  a  second  well  system  with  a  gas  chlorination  system. 

Adding  a  second  well  to  the  system  will  ensure  continued  water  service  in  the  event  that 
the  town's  only  well  is  down  for  repairs,  and  also  will  create  a  beneficial  loop  for  water 
circulation.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  requires  that  all  public 
systems  have  two  or  more  wells. 

2.  Improving  water  quality  to  customers  In  problem  areas  by  system  looping. 

Because  the  system  has  15  dead  ends,  water  quality  at  and  near  the  dead  ends  is 
inferior.  Aesthetically,  the  water  appears  yellow,  orange,  or  black;  it  contains  sediment;  and  it  is 
stagnant.  Continual  flushing  results  in  wasting  more  than  600,000  gallons  of  treated  water  per 
year. 
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3.  Installing  nine  new  fire  hydrants  for  fire  protection. 

The  present  system  has  four  fire  hydrants,  two  of  which  are  non-operational.   Nine  new 
fire  hydrants  will  be  installed  to  provide  fire  protection  where  none  exists. 

4.  Installing  a  larger-capacity  water  storage  facility. 

Installing  an  increased-capacity  storage  facility  closer  to  the  distribution  system  will  allow 
for  better  circulation  of  treated  water,  provide  ample  water  for  fire  protection,  and  eliminate  the 
costly  tank  location  south  of  the  Huntley  Project  irrigation  canal. 

This  proposal  will  provide  an  uninterrupted  supply  of  safe  water  to  all  consumers  who  use  the 
water,  provide  fire  protection  capabilities,  and  reduce  costly  waste. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  existing  water  system  was  constructed  in  1966.   In  1979,  a  new  well  was  drilled  after  the 
only  other  well  failed.  A  third  well  was  drilled  in  1986  because  of  a  dispute  with  an  adjacent  landowner 
conceming  water  rights  for  the  second  well. 

The  existing  water  storage  facility  is  old  and  costly  to  maintain.  The  15,000-gallon  storage  tank 
provides  inadequate  fire  reserves,  and  access  to  the  tank  has  been  a  problem  with  the  landowner 
previously  mentioned.   Of  the  town's  four  fire  hydrants,  two  are  non-operational. 

The  distribution  system  lacks  the  adequate  valves  to  isolate  sections  that  need  maintenance. 
The  system's  15  dead  ends  produce  water  quality  that  is  inferior;  that  appears  yellow,  orange,  or  black 
in  color;  that  contains  sediment;  and  that  is  stagnant.  Continual  flushing  of  the  system  wastes 
approximately  600,000  gallons  of  treated  water  each  year.  Other  than  repairing  leaks  and  drilling  two 
new  wells,  no  work  has  been  done  on  the  system  for  26  years. 

The  system  cun-ently  has  250  direct  users  (approximately  100  accounts).  This  proposal's 
objective  is  to  correct  the  present  health  and  safety  problems  in  the  district's  water  system  by  (1)  adding 
a  second  water  supply  well,  (2)  making  improvements  to  the  water  distribution  system,  and  (3)  adding 
additional  water  storage. 

The  options  of  groundwater  versus  surface  water  relative  to  the  new  water  sources  and  the  siting 
and  increased  storage  tank  options  were  evaluated,  with  the  recommendations  clearly  documented.  The 
recommendations  were  prioritized  relative  to  the  most  urgently  needed  improvements. 

The  recommended  fire  protection  storage  volume  appears  slightly  high  for  a  small  community. 
The  need  for  80,000  gallons  of  fire  protection  should  be  evaluated  further  during  this  project's  final 
engineering  design. 

A  1992  engineering  report  prepared  by  Morrison-Maierle/CSSA  is  included  as  part  of  the 
proposal  package.  The  report  documents  existing  conditions  along  with  past  efforts  made  to  upgrade 
the  system.  The  current  system's  deficiencies  and  problems  are  sufficiently  defined  and  documented. 

The  recommendations  presented  in  this  proposal  will  provide  reliable  service  and  better  quality 
water  to  the  Huntley  Water  District's  customers  in  a  cost-effective  manner.  The  conclusions  reached  in 
the  report  are  viable,  cost-effective,  and  feasible. 


31 


The  project's  primary  beneficiaries  are  located  both  within  and  outside  the  target  area,  as  water 
is  hauled  from  the  district's  local  water  depot  to  cisterns  in  the  Shepherd,  Shadow  Canyon,  and  Buffalo 
Bluffs  areas. 

All  improvements  will  be  located  in  public  rights  of  way  or  on  county  park  land.  The  required 
permits  and  easements  will  be  defined  during  the  final  engineering  design  and  obtained  before 
construction  begins.  The  Huntley  Water  District's  water  right  claim  numbers  are  23275,  C-22008.  and 
58001 -G430.   Before  a  new  well  is  drilled,  a  DNRC  Application  for  Change  of  Appropriation  Water  Rights 
will  be  filed.  A  Construction  Storm  Water  Discharge  permit  will  be  filed  through  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences'  Water  Quality  Bureau  before  the  water  system  rehabilitation  project 
begins. 

The  current  average  rate  fee  is  $24.50  per  month  per  account  and  is  in  the  top  10  percent  of 
those  assessed  in  the  state  of  Montana  (based  on  "Planning  and  Financing  Community  Water  and  Sewer 
Systems  in  Montana,"  Third  Edition,  July  1991,  published  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Commerce). 
An  additional  $50,000  Farmer's  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  loan  is  being  requested  as  part  of  the 
financing  package.  An  estimated  payoff  rate  of  $6  per  month  per  account  is  anticipated,  the  result  of 
which  will  be  a  monthly  rate  exceeding  $30  per  month  per  account.  The  district's  users  have  indicated 
that  anything  higher  is  not  viable. 

The  proposed  schedule  appears  reasonat>le.  Funding  delays  will  not  reduce  this  project's 
benefits,  but  they  may  Increase  both  engineering  and  construction  costs.  If  appropriate  water  storage  is 
not  provided,  the  potential  of  a  fire-related  incident  greatly  increases. 

In  summary,  the  project  may  face  some  obstacles,  but  these  obstacles  are  not  substantial.  The 
project  has  excellent  technical  documentation,  it  has  been  fully  developed,  and  all  viable  options  have 
been  considered.  The  selected  option  clearly  appears  to  be  the  best  approach.  Budget  costs  are  well- 
supported,  and  the  project  will  provide  the  benefits  identified. 


HNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

This  proposal  requests  a  $100,000  DNRC  grant  to  pay  $6,600  for  administrative  salaries,  $400  for 
associated  administrative  costs,  $24,000  for  design  and  engineering,  and  $69,000  for  well  construction, 
including  $6,000  for  contingencies.  The  proposal's  total  cost  is  $745,300,  with  costs  related  to  well 
construction,  distribution  system  improvements,  water  storage  tank  construction,  and  rehabilitation  of 
extra  wells. 

The  proposal  anticipates  $695,300  in  grants,  including  DNRC's  $100,000,  and  identifies  the 
Community  Development  Block  Grant  program.  Farmer's  Home  Administration,  and  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  as  other  potential  grant  funding  sources.   Based  on  past  funding  trends,  projects 
such  as  that  proposed  by  the  Huntley /Yellowstone  County  Water  and  Sewer  District  show  a  good 
potential  of  being  funded. 

The  proposal  also  identifies  the  following  loan  sources:  Rural  Electric  Association  and  Farmer's 
Home  Administration.  The  Huntley /Yellowstone  County  Water  and  Sewer  District  appears  to  have  the 
ability  to  pay  back  a  $50,000  FmHA  low-interest  loan.  This  loan  would  add  approximately  $6  per  month 
to  each  of  the  100  current  accounts.   Knowing  that  the  increase  would  bring  the  average  monthly  bill  to 
more  than  $30  per  month  has  not  deterred  the  users'  support  of  the  project. 

The  Huntley  Water  District  is  prepared  to  contribute  in-kind  contributions  in  the  form  of  clerical, 
managerial,  administration,  auditing,  legal,  and  supervisory  services.   In  the  past,  the  district  has  paid  for 
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the  engineering  study  ($5,000)  and  tlie  DNRC  application  cost  ($150),  along  with  the  printing,  travel,  and 
long  distance  telephone  costs  related  to  the  grant  application. 

The  project  is  financially  feasible  and,  even  if  all  the  funding  sources  are  not  secured,  the 
documentation  provided  supports  project  feasibility  in  general. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposal's  elements,  including  well  construction,  distribution  improvements,  the  new  water 
storage  tank  construction,  and  rehabilitation  of  the  extra  wells,  provide  both  conservation  and  protection 
of  the  existing  water  supply. 

This  project  will  save  approximately  600,000  gallons  of  treated  flush  water  each  year,  an 
additional  (fire  protection)  storage  capacity  of  100,000  gallons,  and  the  mechanism  for  efficiently 
managing  the  distribution  system. 

The  project  is  a  multiple-use  project,  with  its  users  encompassing  domestic,  business,  public, 
limited  recreational  (private),  limited  processing  (GTA  elevator),  occasional  (Coors  granary),  seasonal 
(Meridian  coal  load-out  facility),  yearly  (highway  department  and  bridge  cleaning),  and  limited  livestock 
(hauled  for  drinking  purposes). 

Strong  local  support  for  the  project  is  documented.  Attached  to  the  proposal  are  letters  of 
support  from  local  users  (two  letters),  the  Rural  Electric  Association,  and  the  Huntley  Water  District.  All 
the  support  letters  address  concerns  about  the  district's  "water  quality"  issues.  The  rural,  small-town 
way  of  life  is  important  to  Montana's  heritage  and  should  be  preserved. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

A  summary  of  the  environmental  assessment  checklist  supplied  by  the  applicant  indicates  that 
this  project's  minor,  short-term,  adverse  impacts  would  include  (1)  air  quality  effects  during  construction 
in  the  form  of  dust  and  fuel  exhaust,  and  (2)  grass  and  vegetation  disruption.  Minor,  long-term,  adverse 
impacts  would  include  (1)  increased  electrical  energy  demand,  and  (2)  aesthetics  of  the  new  water 
storage  tank. 

The  project's  health  and  safety  benefits  of  improved  water  quality  and  quantity  and  the  improved 
distribution  system  to  minimize  waste  far  outweigh  the  stated  potential  environmental  impacts. 

The  new  well-withdrawal  rate  and  volume  are  projected  to  minimally  affect  the  aquifer.  The  new 
well  will  be  located  in  an  area  where  its  "cone  of  influence"  will  not  affect  any  other  existing  well.  All 
proposed  construction  will  take  place  within  city  boundaries. 

The  proposed  project  may  require  additional  state  approvals  or  permits  before  construction  can 
begin.  Any  additional  environmental  review  should  include  the  opportunity  for  public  comment  on  the 
project. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenues  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "paybacl<  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $50,000.   DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  worl<  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured.    Changes  in  the  project's  scope  required  by  any  environmental 
review  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of 
work.   Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  before  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also 
shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breai<down  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  worl<  will 
require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $100,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  temis  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

PROJECT  NO.  12 

APPUCANT  NAME  RUBY  VALLEY  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Upper  Ruby  Water  Development  and  Riparian  Improvements 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  50,000   (U.S.  Forest  Service) 

$  40,000  (Ruby  Valley  Grazing  Association) 
$  4,000  (Soil  Conservation  Service-in-kind) 
$  4,450   (Headwaters  RC&D-administrative) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 98,450 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $100,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  Ruby  Valley  Conservation  District  is  seeking  a  Water  Development  Program  grant  to  make 
range  improvements  on  the  Upper  Ruby  Cattle  and  Horse  Allotment.  These  improvements  are  designed 
to  decrease  livestock  use  on  riparian  areas  while  simultaneously  increasing  the  use  of  uplands  to 
improve  riparian  conditions. 


The  livestock  grazing  controversy  on  tlie  Upper  Ruby  Allotment  began  in  1986  when  overgrazing 
apparently  had  seriously  degraded  the  riparian  area.   By  1990,  the  situation  had  received  national 
attention,  and  many  groups  and  individuals  saw  it  as  a  test  of  the  compatibility  of  livestock  grazing  with 
the  western  environment. 

In  1991,  Governor  Stan  Stephens  appointed  a  task  force  to  try  to  resolve  the  controversy.  As  a 
result  of  all  the  public  participation,  the  Forest  Service  prepared  an  environmental  impact  statement 
(EIS).  The  EIS  examined  10  alternatives,  and  the  Ruby  Valley  Conservation  District  proposes  to 
implement  "Alternative  J,"  the  Forest  Service-preferred  alternative. 

To  implement  Alternative  J,  29  offstream  watering  sites  and  1 1  miles  of  fence  must  be  installed. 
In  addition,  the  permittees  must  provide  three  range  riders  to  ensure  that  the  livestock  are  properly 
distributed. 

The  project's  effects  will  include  improved  stream  channels,  riparian  vegetation,  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat,  and  instream  flow  conditions.  A  well-functioning  riparian  area  serves  to  store  water  naturally. 
Restoring  and  maintaining  the  riparian  area  also  will  reduce  the  sediment  load  that  enters  the  Ruby 
Reservoir. 

This  project  is  a  "win/win"  situation  for  the  permittees,  the  fish  and  wildlife,  the  recreational 
users,  and  the  people  of  Montana  as  a  whole.  It  will  serve  as  a  model  to  demonstrate  to  the  nation  the 
benefits  of  livestock  grazing  combined  with  sound  environmental  practices. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  project  sponsor  seeks  to  improve  riparian  areas  and,  subsequently,  water  quality  in  the 
Upper  Ruby  River  and  its  tributaries  by  installing  offstream,  livestock-watering  sites;  fencing  damaged 
riparian  areas;  and  managing  livestock  to  improve  distribution  in  the  Upper  Ruby  Cattle  and  Horse 
Allotment's  nonriparian  areas.  The  Forest  Service's  EIS  considered  10  options,  including  a  no-grazing 
option  that  would  have  financially  affected  the  area's  cattle  producers.  This  project  implements  the 
preferred  option  and  responds  to  concerns  that  have  been  raised  since  1986,  both  at  state  and  national 
levels.   Efforts  to  mitigate  current  problems  may  set  a  new  direction  in  the  management  of  Forest 
Service  grazing  allotments. 

Proposed  construction  of  the  29  stock-watering  tanks  and  1 1  miles  of  fencing  around  riparian 
areas  will  employ  current  practice  techniques  applied  to  resolve  a  controversial  problem.  The  project 
sponsor  requests  grant  funding  to  expedite  implementation  so  that  existing  problems  can  be  resolved 
more  quickly  to  reduce  the  effects  of  damage  that  already  has  taken  place  and  to  avoid  additional 
damage.  The  cost  to  hire  three  range  riders  to  manage  the  livestock  distribution  will  be  ongoing  and 
borne  by  the  Ruby  Valley  Grazing  Association. 

The  project  is  well-documented  and  supported  by  the  Forest  Service's  EIS. 


RNANQAL  ASSESSMENT 

Estimated  project  costs  were  evaluated  in  the  Forest  Service's  EIS.  Although  the  cost  for  the 
selected  option  is  more  than  some  of  the  other  alternatives,  it  supports  the  preferred  alternative.  DNRC 
funding  would  support  slightly  more  than  half  the  project  costs,  and  the  remaining  hard  costs  would  be 
paid  by  grazing  permitters  and  the  Forest  Service.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  agreed  to  provide 
in-kind  services-probably  design-in  the  amount  of  $4,000.  Headwaters  RC&D  will  provide  in-kind 
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administrative  services  estimated  at  $4,450.  A  10-percent  contingency  is  included  in  the  budget  for 
construction  cost  oven-uns,  and  permitters  would  have  to  pay  any  additional  contingencies. 

Costs  listed  in  the  $100,000  grant  request  include  $4,000  for  contract  administration,  $8,000  for 
professional  and  technical  costs  for  contract  monitoring,  and  $77,000  for  construction,  with  an  added 
$1 1 ,000  contingency  for  unexpected  costs.  Administrative  costs  are  to  be  matched  with  an  additional 
$4,500  of  Headwaters  RC&D  funds;  professional  and  technical  costs  with  Forest  Service  and  Soil 
Conservation  Service  in-kind  services;  and  construction  costs  with  funds  from  the  Forest  Service  and 
grazing  permitters. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  project  responds  to  efforts  to  manage  grazing  impacts  that  currently  affect  riparian  areas 
and  water  quality.  Constructing  upland  watering  sites  and  fencing  to  protect  riparian  areas  will  resolve 
both  a  state  and  a  national  controversy  surrounding  livestock  grazing's  effects  on  national  forest  land  in 
the  Upper  Ruby  Valley.  A  successful  project  will  help  livestock  producers  maintain  the  number  of 
animals  grazed  on  contracted  public  land  while  mitigating  the  negative  effects  that  have  made  these 
practices  the  focus  of  public  controversy.  As  a  result,  economic  impacts  that  could  have  been  realized  if 
a  no-grazing  or  reduced-grazing  policy  were  adopted  will  be  avoided. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

This  project  has  been  proposed  to  address  adverse  cumulative  impacts  on  water  quality  and 
riparian  zones  caused  by  grazing  practices  in  the  Upper  Ruby  River  valley  area.  An  EIS  prepared  by  the 
Forest  Service  documents  both  the  beneficial  and  adverse  impacts  of  a  number  of  alternate  solutions  to 
this  problem.  The  proposed  project  would  help  accelerate  implementation  of  the  Forest  Service's 
preferred  alternative,  which  includes  participation  from  the  grazing  districts.   Because  the  grazing  issue 
in  the  Upper  Ruby  valley  has  been  controversial,  disagreement  about  the  most  appropriate  method  to 
solve  current  problems  may  be  evident. 

Constructing  the  offstream,  water  storage  sites  and  erecting  fences  would  cause  some  short- 
term  disturbances  within  streams,  on  streambanks,  and  on  adjacent  land.  The  project's  beneficial 
impacts  would  be  indirect  and  cumulative  and  would  increase  over  time  as  livestock-damaged  riparian 
areas  are  restored.  The  project  would  provide  improved  stream  channels,  along  with  recovered  riparian 
vegetation,  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  and  water  quality. 

As  a  prerequisite  to  project  implementation,  the  necessary  permits  or  authorizations  for  short- 
term  water  quality  exemption  or  stream  channel  disturtiance  would  be  required.  In  issuing  permits,  it 
may  be  appropriate  for  the  permitting  agency  to  adopt  or  supplement  the  analysis  of  impacts  outlined  In 
the  federal  EIS. 

If  the  proposed  project's  scope  is  amended  in  any  way,  the  potential  for  adverse  environmental 
impacts  shall  be  reconsidered  before  any  change  in  approach  is  taken. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  a  grant  of  $100,000.  Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a 
scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching  funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined 
that  the  project  complies  with  MEPA.  Any  changes  in  the  scope  of  work  required  by  any  environmental 
analysis  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of 
work.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 


PROJECT  NO.  13 


APPUCANT  NAME 
PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUNT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 


BUTTE-SILVER  BOW  GOVERNMENT 

Blacktai!  Creek  Restoration  Project 

$100,000  GRANT 

$  4,610  (Project  Sponsor) 

$  5,000  (Trout  Unlimited) 

$  5,000  (ARCOCoal) 

$  2,000  (Department  of  Fish.  Wildlife  and  Parks-in-kind) 

$116,610 

$100,000  GRANT 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT 

[No  abstract  provided] 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Blacktall  Creek  flows  along  Interstate  Highway  15  through  the  central  urban  areas  of  Butte. 
Dredging  the  creek  and  constructing  the  highway  altered  both  the  creek's  streambed  and  its  flow.  The 
creek  now  is  a  wide,  shallow,  and  slow-moving  stream  that  this  project  seeks  to  restore  to  its  natural 
condition. 

The  project  will  involve  contouring  the  streambanks;  reseeding  native  vegetation;  planting 
shrubs,  trees,  and  grass  in  the  riparian  zone;  fencing  areas  to  limit  livestock  access;  and  constructing 
wildlife  ponds.  The  stream  also  will  be  narrowed  to  increase  flows  and  its  natural  cleansing  ability. 
Boulder  weirs  and  overhanging  vegetation  will  be  used  to  improve  fish  habitat,  and  a  pedestrian  walkway 
will  be  built  to  provide  public  access. 

The  proposed  design  and  remedial  measures  are  well-proven  in  use  as  long  as  the  fluvial 
environment  remains  compatible.  Conducting  a  channel  design  study  will  be  necessary  to  determine 
sediment  sources  and  whether  current  urban  runoff  significantly  contributes  to  the  problem.   Designing 
the  channel  improvement  in  Reach  1  is  the  most  problematic.  If  Reach  1  is  of  a  lower  gradient  than  the 
upper  reaches,  it  probably  is  a  significant  depositionai  zone  that  stores  sediment  from  urban  runoff  and 
upstream  erosion.  If  this  is  the  case,  the  effectiveness  of  in-channel  improvement  in  creating  a  health 
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channel  will  be  limited  until  external,  bed-material  inputs  are  reduced  significantly.  Final  designs  will 
need  to  address  the  channel  design  study's  results  and  may  prove  more  costly  than  the  preliminary 
design  indicates. 

The  nine-month  project  time  line  is  optimistic  and  will  need  to  be  adjusted  to  provide  necessary 
time  for  conducting  the  required  channel  design  study  and  completing  the  final  design.   Additional 
funding  may  be  needed  to  pay  for  the  channel  design  study,  additional  design,  and  construction.  Any 
additional  funding  should  be  fully  secured  before  the  project  is  begun. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  cost  of  the  restoration  project  is  estimated  at  $116,616,  which  may  increase  with  the  final 
design.  The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  or 
through  the  local  Superfund  program.  In  this  instance,  the  project's  scope  may  increase  and  more  of 
the  area  may  be  improved.  Costs  listed  in  the  $100,000  grant  request  include  $15,000  for  engineering 
and  testing,  and  $85,000  for  construction.  Construction  costs  include  $38,000  for  labor,  $15,000  for 
equipment,  $23,300  for  materials,  $1 ,000  for  inflation,  and  $7,700  for  contingency. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  project  will  return  Blacktail  Creek  to  a  natural,  free-flowing  stream  and  restore  the  fish 
habitat  and  riparian  areas.  The  project  also  will  enhance  Butte's  urban  area  and  provide  recreational 
opportunities  to  local  residents. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  cleanup  and  restoration  work  associated  with  the  "Blacktail  Creek  Restoration  Project"  will 
cause  both  adverse  and  beneficial  environmental  impacts.  The  project's  adverse  effects  would  be  short- 
term  from  disturbances  in  and  adjacent  to  Blacktail  Creek  during  construction  and  initial  reclamation. 
Permit  approvals  from  a  number  of  state  and  federal  agencies  may  be  required  for  this  work.  The 
project  likely  will  result  in  indirect  and  cumulative  beneficial  impacts  on  Blacktail  Creek  and  on  the  fish, 
wildlife,  and  people  who  use  the  area.  Whether  the  project  will  show  positive  or  negative  effects  on  the 
Superfund  cleanup  of  Silver  Bow  Creek  is  unknown.  The  involvement  of  a  number  of  state  and  federal 
agencies  needed  for  the  approval  of  this  project  suggests  that  a  joint  review-including  the  opportunity 
for  public  comment-would  be  appropriate. 

If  the  proposed  project's  scope  is  amended  in  any  way,  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts  shall 
be  reconsidered  before  any  change  in  approach  is  taken. 


RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  a  $100,000  grant.   Long-term  plans  include  stream  reclamation  and 
expansion  of  the  walking  trail  previously  described.   Funds  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  have 


been  denied.   Grant  funds  from  DNRC  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a 
budget,  and  after  matching  funds  have  been  secured  to  fully  complete  streambank  stabilization  and  path 
construction  in  the  three  identified  reaches.   Preparing  an  environmental  assessment  to  obtain  necessary 
permits  or  approvals  may  result  in  the  scope  of  work  being  changed.  Any  such  changes  shall  be 
stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work. 

Any  further  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  In  the  grant 
amount.  To  provide  the  channel  design  study's  cost  and  the  final  design's  increased  cost,  DNRC  may 
approve  a  revised  project  budget. 

PROJECT  NO.  14 

APPUCANT  NAME  MONTANA  BUREAU  OF  MINES  AND  GEOLOGY 

PROJECT  NAME  Groundwater  Protection  and  Education  for  Rural  Montana 

Schools 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $94,184  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $13,069  (Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences) 

$  9.830  (Office  of  Public  Instruction) 
$28,594  (Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 45,677 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $94,184  GRANT 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  proposed  project  will  provide  an  innovative  approach  toward  groundwater  supply  protection 
and  groundwater  education.   Primary  and  secondary  students  at  schools  not  using  municipal  water 
supplies  will  participate  in  developing  "wellhead  protection  plans"  for  their  schools'  wells.  The  elements 
needed  to  develop  a  wellhead  protection  plan  include  defining  the  wellhead  protection  area,  identifying 
potential  contaminant  source  areas,  and  managing  the  wellhead  protection  area.  Developing  and 
implementing  such  a  plan  will  require  an  interdisciplinary  effort  that  incorporates  areas  such  as  science, 
computers,  math,  social  studies,  and  communications.   Eleven  Montana  schools  have  expressed  an 
interest  in  developing  individual  wellhead  protection  plans  for  the  wells  that  supply  their  drinking  water. 
These  schools  are  located  in  various  geographic  areas  throughout  the  state  and  are  representative  of 
the  diverse  land  use  and  geologic  and  hydrogeologic  environment  throughout  Montana. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  solicited  proposals  from  schools  to  put 
together  wellhead  protection  plans  and  to  document  the  process  for  use  in  other  schools.  The  DeSmet 
and  Arlee  schools  received  small  seed  money  grants,  and  some  funding  may  be  available  from  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  for  two  additional  schools  at  a  later  time.  The 
Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology  is  requesting  funds  to  assist  the  1 1  schools  that  submitted 
proposals  to  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  to  develop  wellhead  protection  plans 
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but  did  not  receive  funding. 

This  approach  toward  promoting  groundwater  eduction  and  environmental  awareness  is  new 
and  the  first  of  its  l<ind  in  the  nation.  The  approach  involves  conducting  a  workshop  for  educators, 
assistant  educators,  and  students  at  each  of  the  1 1  schools  to  establish  wellhead  protection  programs 
and  to  share  the  experience  with  other  Montana  educators  and  schools.  The  approach  is  well- 
developed  in  the  project  proposal.  The  program  provides  educators  and  students  with  an  opportunity  to 
participate  in  developing  a  wellhead  protection  program,  and  It  demonstrates  how  to  apply  a  variety  of 
methodologies  and  skills  to  solve  a  scientific  problem. 

According  to  the  proposal,  the  project  will  be  coordinated  with  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences  and  the  participating  schools.  Costs  for  the  project  are  reasonable.  If  the 
program  is  funded,  Montana  Watercourse  should  be  notified  and  perhaps  given  the  opportunity  to 
monitor  or  take  part  in  the  project. 

RNANOAL  ASSESSMENTT 

The  project's  total  cost  is  $145,677.   Matching  funds  from  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences,  the  Office  of  Public  Instruction,  and  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology 
would  fund  about  35  percent  of  the  project,  including  $20,385  in  university  indirect  costs.  The  $94,184 
grant  will  pay  $37,016  in  salary  and  benefit  costs  for  a  project  manager,  $11,818  for  laboratory  costs, 
$9,200  for  travel,  $5,550  for  workshops,  $4,000  for  equipment,  $2,400  for  other  costs  (supplies,  printing, 
and  communications),  and  $24,200  to  the  schools  for  their  cost  of  participation. 

The  salary  for  the  project  manager  represents  a  considerable  percentage  of  the  total  project 
cost  and  the  commitment  of  one  half-time  position  for  two  years. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMEMT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  project  indirectly  supports  the  State  Water  Plan  by  providing  water  resource  education  as 
recommended  in  the  plan's  drought  management  section.  This  study  would  provide  water  protection 
plans  for  1 1  schools  and  may  indirectly  exhibit  additional  protection  effects  by  serving  as  a  curricula 
model  for  other  schools  or  entities  requiring  wellhead  protection  plans.  The  project  is  supported  by  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  the  Office  of  Public  Instruction,  and  the  schools 
through  their  proposals  to  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  to  develop  wellhead 
protection  plans. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project  will  disseminate  information  on  groundwater  protection  programs  and  will 
provide  groundwater  education  material  to  1 1  schools.  The  project's  beneficial  effects  may  be 
demonstrated  through  the  development  of  wellhead  protection  plans  for  implementation  in  each  of  the 
affected  communities,  particularly  if  the  developed  plans  were  approved  under  the  Montana  Wellhead 
Protection  Program.  These  benefits  would  extend  beyond  the  two-year  grant  period. 
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No  additional  environmental  review  would  be  necessary  for  this  project  unless  any  changes  in 
the  scope  or  approach  showed  a  potential  for  adverse  impacts.  If  any  such  changes  were  proposed, 
DNRC  would  prepare  an  environmental  checklist. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  to  recover  all  or  part  of  the  project's  cost,  the 
project  is  considered  to  have  limited  "payback  capability"  and  therefore  must  provide  additional  matching 
funds  to  the  extent  possible.  DNRC  recommends  a  grant  up  to  $94,184  to  be  negotiated  based  on  the 
project  sponsor's  ability  to  assess  training  fees. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  training  fees  have  been  established.   University  indirect  costs  and 
university  salaries  included  in  legislatively  approved  university  budgets  and  authorized  in  a  1994-95 
appropriations  bill  shall  not  be  reimbursed  with  grant  funds. 

Any  reduction  in  the  project's  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant 
amount.  Any  funds  received  from  training  fees  and  sources  other  than  those  already  identified  will  cause 
a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

PROJECT  NO.  15 

APPUCANT  NAME  TOWN  OF  WINNETT 

PROJECT  NAME  Town  of  Winnett  Sewer  Reconstruction  and  Rehabilitation 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $375,000  (Community  Development  Block  Grant) 

$453,500  (Farmer's  Home  Administration  Loan/Grant) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $928,500 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $50,000  GRANT 

$50,000   LOAN 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  town  of  Winnett  is  requesting  funding  from  DNRC  to  help  preserve  water  quality  in 
McDonald  Creek  and  protect  local  area  groundwater  from  present  and  future  contamination  by  the 
town's  sewer  system. 

The  town's  collection  system  was  constructed  in  1922.  Sewer  lines  in  the  town's  southern  half 
run  against  the  lay  of  the  land  with  flat  grades.  As  a  result,  some  blocks  continue  to  use  septic  systems, 
and  other  blocks  are  being  plugged  by  raw  sewage.  Manholes  located  throughout  the  town  need  to  be 
repaired,  and  some  are  on  the  verge  of  caving  in  and  causing  extraneous  material  to  enter  the  sewer. 
The  portion  of  town  lying  north  of  Main  Street  is  serviced  by  a  combined  storm  drain/sanitary  sewer 
system  that  feeds  the  lift  station  and  aerated  lagoons.   Stomn  water  causes  problems  with  overflow,  with 
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the  lift  station  pumps,  and  with  hydraulic  overioading  of  the  aerated  lagoon.  As  a  result,  the  treatment  of 
the  town's  continuous  discharge  to  McDonald  Creek  is  out  of  permit  requirements  from  time  to  time. 

The  town's  sewer  outfall  crosses  McDonald  Creek  with  two  12-inch  lines  exposed  in  the  bottom 
of  the  creek  bed,  which  creates  a  hazard  during  floods  and  icy  periods.   In  the  past,  this  crossing  has 
caused  raw  sewage  to  be  discharged  into  McDonald  Creek. 

This  project  will  resolve  these  problems  and,  in  conjunction  with  an  energetic  maintenance 
program,  help  ensure  that  the  town  complies  with  state  and  federal  regulations  to  preserve  the  quality  of 
the  water  in  McDonald  Creek  and  the  area  groundwater. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Originally  constructed  in  1922,  the  sewage  collection  system  is  inadequate  by  today's  standards. 
The  town  currently  has  121  sewer  service  users  on  the  system.   Problems  with  the  system  include  flat 
sewer  mains  on  the  south  side  of  town,  a  combined  sanitary/storm  sewer  on  the  north  side  of  town, 
sewer  mains  buried  at  extremely  shallow  depths  in  many  locations,  stream  scouring  and  debris  damage 
at  the  McDonald  Creek  pipe  crossing,  and  a  too-small  storage  lagoon. 

In  1991,  the  town  hired  a  sewer  cleaning  company  to  clean  the  sewers  that  were  blocked  or 
plugged.   Because  of  the  unanticipated  magnitude  of  the  problem,  however,  the  town  was  unable  to 
finish  the  cleaning  project  with  the  funds  available.  Subsequently,  the  town  hired  a  consulting 
engineering  firm  to  analyze  the  extent  of  the  problem,  evaluate  the  town's  options,  and  make 
recommendations.  A  May  1992  engineering  study  prepared  by  Morrison-Maierle/CSSA  examined  the 
entire  system  and  defined  and  documented  the  problem  areas.  The  report  evaluated  options  and 
recommended  a  construction  plan  to  correct  the  system  deficiencies  that  were  most  cost-effective.  The 
technical  documentation  appears  adequate,  and  the  recommended  approach  is  seen  as  both  viable  and 
economical. 

This  project's  general  objective  is  to  preserve  surface  water  and  groundwater  quality  in  the 
Winnett  and  Petroleum  county  areas  by  (1)  providing  sewer  service  to  sites  not  now  hooked  up;  (2) 
reconstructing  sewers  that  cun-ently  are  blocked,  shallow,  or  flat;  (3)  separating  storm  and  sanitary 
sewer  services;  (4)  rehabilitating  deteriorated  manholes;  and  (5)  rehabilitating  the  creek  crossing,  the 
outfall  line,  the  lift  station,  and  the  lagoon  system. 

The  project's  proposed  goals  and  objectives  are  consistent  with  recommendations  in  the 
engineering  study.  Based  on  cost  and  benefit  assessments  for  each  option,  the  selected  alternatives 
appear  to  be  the  best.  After  construction  is  completed,  the  quality  of  Winnett's  drinking  water,  along 
with  water  quality  in  McDonaild  Creek,  should  improve  substantially. 

The  appropriate  coordination  appears  to  have  taken  place,  support  has  been  shown  by  the  "key 
players,"  and  any  legal  hurdles  appear  to  have  been  noted.  The  Corps  of  Engineers'  approval  of  the 
creek  crossing  work  will  be  coordinated  during  the  final  design.  The  construction  cost  estimate  is  in  line 
with  that  of  similar  projects.  Winnett's  residents  are  aware  of  the  required  rate  increase  (12  to  15 
percent)  that  will  be  put  in  place  to  pay  for  the  needed  improvements.  The  loan  and  grant  application 
submittal  schedule  is  reasonable.  A  Community  Development  Block  Grant  application  was  submitted 
during  September  1992,  and  notification  was  due  December  1992.  A  Farmer's  Home  Administration  loan 
application  will  be  submitted  during  February  1993,  and  notification  will  be  made  later  during  1993. 

In  summary,  this  project  may  face  some  obstacles,  but  these  are  not  considered  substantial. 
The  project  has  been  fully  developed  and  all  options  have  been  considered,  with  the  selected  option 
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clearly  the  best  approach.   Budget  costs  are  well-supported,  and  the  project  will  provide  the  benefits 
identified. 


RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  town  of  Winnett  hopes  to  obtain  $375,000  in  grant  funding  from  the  Community 
Development  Block  Grant  program  and  a  $453,500  loan/grant  from  Farmer's  Home  Administration.  The 
town  of  Winnett  anticipates  contributing  an  estimated  $14,000  in  in-kind  and  direct  cost  payments.  None 
of  the  funding  sources  has  been  secured.  The  documentation  provided  supports  the  project's  feasibility. 

DNRC  grant  and  loan  funds  will  be  used  to  pay  administrative  salaries  of  $6,300;  associated 
administrative  costs  of  $900,  including  communications,  supplies,  travel,  and  printing;  engineering  and 
design  costs  of  $24,000;  and  construction  costs  of  $68,800,  including  construction  contingency  costs  of 
$6,200. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  project  will  provide  conservation,  management,  protection,  and  improvement  of  the  area's 
groundwater  and  the  water  in  McDonald  Creek.  The  protection  of  McDonald  Creek  alone  will  benefit  all 
of  Montana.  The  sewer  system  requires  upgrading  not  only  to  bring  the  system  into  compliance  with 
state  regulations,  but  to  provide  adequate  sewer  and  water  services  to  Winnett's  residents.  The  town's 
citizens  highly  support  the  project.  This  project  is  needed  now  and  will  support  the  area's  future 
economic  development  and  recreation  needs. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Some  short-term  impacts  may  be  caused  during  construction  of  this  project,  such  as  increased 
dust,  noise,  and  exhaust  fumes.  Work  done  on  the  McDonald  Creek  crossing  will  have  to  be  well- 
defined,  -specified,  and  -coordinated  so  that  both  short-  and  long-term  creek  degradation  and 
sedimentation  are  kept  to  a  minimum.  This  project  is  expected  to  provide  beneficial,  long-term 
environmental  effects. 

The  project  may  require  approval  or  permits  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences.  The  issuance  of  permits  nnay  require  an  environmental  assessment.  This  review  would 
provide  the  opportunity  for  public  comment  on  possible  options  to  address  identified  problems,  and  also 
would  be  used  to  identify  the  need  for  measures  to  reduce  any  adverse  effects  beyond  those  expected. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenues  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 


The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  tiirough  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $50,000.   DNRC  ! 

will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  budget,  and  after 

matching  funds  have  been  secured.   Changes  in  the  scope  of  work  may  be  identified  as  the  result  of  any  j 

environmental  assessment  prepared  for  the  permitting  process.  Any  such  changes  shall  be  stipulated  in  j 

the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.   Original  specifications,  | 
designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Department  of  Health  and 

Environmental  Sciences  before  bids  are  solicited.   Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  | 

proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount.  j 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific  J 

construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $100,000.  \ 

DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay  i 

the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement.  , 

PROJECT  NO.  16 

APPUCANT  NAME  FORT  PECK  RURAL  WATER  DISTRICT  i 

PROJECT  NAME  Fort  Peck  Rural  Water  Engineering  Study  i 

AMOUNT  REQUESTH3  $50,000   GRANT  | 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $1,000  (Fort  Peck  Rural  Water  District-ln-kind)  I 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $51,000  j 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $40,000   GRANT 

j 
PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  proposed  project  is  an  engineering  feasibility  study  to  determine  the  costs,  service  area, 
and  service  level  for  a  rural  water  system  to  serve  an  area  west  and  north  of  the  town  of  Fort  Peck  in  j 

southeast  Valley  County.   Most  residents  in  this  area  haul  water  due  to  the  lack  of  a  water-bearing 
formation  underlying  the  region.  The  proposed  project  would  serve  about  250  to  300  residences, 
including  the  unincorporated  areas  of  Park  Grove  Wheeler,  Duck  Creek,  the  Fort  Peck  Lake  cabins,  and 
about  25  farms  and  ranches.  The  proposed  study  is  needed  to  prepare  a  preliminary  engineering  report 
for  the  newly  formed  district  that  will  provide  an  accurate  assessment  of  funding  needs  and  secure 
funding;  determine  the  feasibility  and  cost  of  providing  sen/ice  to  the  entire  district;  and  choose  the  most 
cost-effective  and  efficient  sen/ice  level  for  the  district's  water  users. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Most  of  the  private  wells  north  of  Fort  Peck  Dam  have  gone  dry,  and  the  private  wells  west  of 
the  dam  provide  non-potable  water.  The  area's  geology  (Bearpaw  Shale)  has  made  it  virtually 
impossible  to  obtain  subsurface  water  sources.   Many  of  the  area's  residents  "haul"  their  water  from  the 
city  of  Fort  Peck. 

A  1991  Corps  of  Engineers  study  gave  the  rural  association  a  general  overview  of  the  feasibility 
of  using  Fort  Peck  Reservoir  water  for  distribution  to  rural  users.   Formation  of  the  Fort  Peck  Rural  Water 
District  was  approved  overwhelmingly  by  voters  on  June  23,  1992. 

The  application  for  study  funds  adequately  outlines  the  problems  to  be  solved,  and  existing 
facilities  have  been  defined  and  documented.  The  proposed  feasibility  study  is  an  essential  "next  step" 
to  provide  cost  and  benefit  assessments  of  several  specific  alternatives.  With  the  completed  study,  the 
Fort  Peck  Rural  Water  District  members  will  have  the  data  it  needs  to  decide  whether  to  go  ahead  with 
the  final  engineering  alternative  and  the  acceptable  level  of  construction  indebtedness.  With  the 
information  provided  by  the  proposed  study,  the  overall  feasibility  of  using  Fort  Peck  Reservoir  water 
(costs  versus  benefits)  will  be  evident. 

The  1991  Corps  of  Engineers  report  produced  seven  viable  alternatives  that  would  cost  from 
$6.2  to  $14.4  million  (preliminary  estimates).  This  feasibility  study  will  evaluate  each  of  these  alternatives 
along  with  others  to  provide  the  district  with  more  specific  design  cost-versus-benefit  data.  It  also  will 
outline  any  environmental  impacts.  The  feasibility  study  will  provide  the  documentation  on  which  future 
district  decisions  will  be  based  and  which  will  be  used  to  pursue  engineering  design  and  construction 
funding. 

The  feasibility  study's  goals  are  focused  and  clearly  stated:   (1)  determine  the  locations  and 
volumes  of  water  needed,  (2)  develop  system  design  alternatives  based  on  efficiency  and  cost- 
effectiveness,  and  (3)  provide  documentation  and  develop  reliable  cost  estimates  to  be  used  to  secure 
funding  for  the  final  engineering  design  and  construction  phases. 

The  projected  schedules  for  the  feasibility  study,  pilot  plant  testing,  and  report  completion  are 
reasonable.  Funding  delays  will  not  reduce  the  study's  benefits  but  likely  will  increase  engineering  and 
construction  costs. 


RNANQAL  ASSESSMEhiT 

This  proposal  requests  a  $50,000  DNRC  grant  to  fund  a  pilot  plant  and  feasibility/preliminary 
engineering  study.  The  Fort  Peck  Rural  Water  District  proposes  to  use  $1 ,000  of  its  own  funds  for 
administration  and  project  support  costs.  DNRC  funds  are  requested  to  pay  hydrologist  and  engineer 
salaries  of  $30,000  and  pilot  test  costs  of  $20,000. 

The  estimated  cost  of  engineering  services  required  to  complete  the  feasibility  study  appears 
low,  and  an  estimate  of  $40,000  for  engineering  services  may  be  more  realistic.  In  contrast,  the  pilot- 
testing  estimate  of  $15,000  to  $25,000  is  reasonable,  but  the  need  for  a  pilot  study  is  not  clear.   Several 
area  treatment  plants  currently  are  using  the  same  water  source  with  apparent  success. 
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BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currentiy  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  project  has  the  potential  to  provide  water  to  300  existing  residences.  6  commercial 
establishments,  and  20  to  25  farms  and  ranches.  These  users  are  now  "hauling"  their  potable  water. 

Developing  a  rural  water  system  will  add  value  to  the  developed  and  undeveloped  property  the 
system  serves.  It  will  remove  the  safety  and  health  problems  and  the  higher  costs  associated  with 
hauling  water,  which  are  seen  as  deterrents  by  many  home-buyers  and  business  people.  The  lack  of 
adequate  water  supplies  is  one  of  the  primary  reasons  why  this  area  has  not  realized  its  potential  as  a 
retirement  community  and  recreation  destination  for  a  large  portion  of  eastern  Montana. 

The  Fort  Peck  Rural  Water  District  proposes  to  withdraw  water  that  othenwise  would  flow 
downstream  and  out  of  the  state  unused.   Developing  this  water  system  will  establish  a  water  use  that  is 
crucial  to  the  area's  continued  well-being  and  future  development. 

The  area  residents'  support  of  the  project  is  evident  from  their  overwhelming  approval  of  the  Fort 
Peck  Rural  Water  District.  The  estimated  base  rate  is  $50  per  month  per  user.   Most  users  now  are 
paying  at  least  that  much. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  feasibility  study  will  not  cause  any  adverse  environmental  impacts.   Developing 
such  a  rural  water  system,  however,  may  result  in  impacts  with  the  degree  dependent  on  the  project's 
size  and  cost  to  users.   For  these  reasons,  the  feasibility  study  process  should  include  the  opportunity 
for  public  involvement  in  developing  options  to  be  considered  to  meet  the  district's  needs.  The 
feasibility  study  also  should  include  an  assessment  of  environmental  effects  along  with  any  permits 
required  for  construction.   Before  the  proposed  "pilot  plant/water  testing"  activities  are  undertaken, 
appropriate  permits  shall  be  obtained  and,  during  this  process,  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences  may  be  required  to  review  the  planned  activities  to  determine  whether  any 
adverse  environmental  impacts  may  occur  and  to  identify  the  controls  necessary  to  manage  any  adverse 
effects  at  acceptable  levels. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Engineering  costs  apparently  were  underestimated  and  the  need  for  a  pilot  study  unsupported. 
Therefore,  DNRC  recommends  a  40,000  study  grant.  Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves 
a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after  matching  funds  have  been  secured.  The  proposed  feasibility 
study  would  be  prepared  to  consider  possible  environmental  effects  from  the  various  options 
considered.  The  study  then  would  be  used  to  determine  the  level  of  additional  environmental  review  that 
may  be  necessary  in  order  to  secure  state  or  other  approvals  required  for  a  future  project.  Any  funds 
received  from  sources  other  than  those  already  identified  will  cause  a  doilar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the 
funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

A  final  draft  study  shall  be  presented  to  and  approved  by  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences. 


PROJECT  NO.  17 

APPUCAhTT  NAME  TOWN  OF  DUTTON 

PROJECT  NAME  Water  System  Improvements 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $94,680  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  None 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $94,680 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $50,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  project  consists  of  three  parts.  The  first  part,  which  has  been  completed.  Included  1 ,400 
feet  of  riprap  of  the  Teton  riverbanl<  to  protect  the  town's  sole  water  supply.  The  second  part  of  the 
project,  also  completed,  Involved  upgrading  the  town's  water  storage  facilities,  which  included 
construction  of  a  new  500.000-gallon  water  tanl<  and  a  new  transmission  line  to  the  distribution  system. 
The  third  part  of  the  project  concerns  upgrading  the  existing  supply  system  and  transmission  main. 
These  improvements  include  installation  of  a  reliable  telemetry  system,  replacement  of  a  poor  section  of 
transmission  line,  installation  of  a  gas  chlorlnation  system,  and  improvements  to  the  pumping  station's 
valve  work  and  piping.  The  focus  of  this  funding  request,  however,  is  the  replacement  of  a  poor  section 
of  mile-long  transmission  line.  The  other  improvements  under  this  part  of  the  project  have  been 
completed. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Water  in  Dutton  is  supplied  by  a  shallow  well  located  on  the  Teton  River  approximately  5  miles 
northeast  of  Dutton  and  is  carried  to  the  distribution  system  by  pressure  via  approximately  28,000  feet  of 
8-inch  asbestos  cement  pipe.  During  the  1980s,  the  town  recognized  that  its  sole  source  of  drinking 
water  was  in  danger  of  being  lost.  Because  of  a  streambank  erosion  problem,  the  town  had  to  face  the 
possibility  that  the  well  might  wash  away  and  had  to  either  protect  the  source  by  correcting  the  erosion 
problem  or  else  find  another  water  source,  in  addition  to  the  erosion  problem  at  the  source,  the  town's 
storage  capabilities  needed  upgrading.  The  existing  tank  had  reached  its  useful  life  and  did  not  provide 
adequate  storage  for  Dutton's  fire  flow  requirements. 

To  respond  to  these  major  concerns,  the  town  requested  funding  from  DNRC.  In  1982,  DNRC 
received  an  application  for  Phase  I  study  funding  from  Dutton.  This  preliminary  study  examined  the 
town's  existing  options.  A  Phase  II  study  was  initiated  and.  In  separate  1984  applications,  the  town 
sought  additional  grant  funding  to  complete  the  Phase  II  study  along  with  a  loan  to  connect  Dutton's 
water  system  to  the  Tiber  water  supply. 

Plans  to  connect  the  town's  system  to  the  Tiber  supply  were  not  put  into  place  due  to  the  cost 
of  the  water  from  this  source.  Instead,  the  town  turned  back  to  its  existing  supply  and  started 
considering  rehabilitation  options.   In  1988,  Dutton  submitted  another  grant  application  to  DNRC  to 
riprap  the  streambank  near  the  town's  existing  water  supply,  in  1989.  the  legislature  authorized  the 
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project,  which  recently  was  completed  as  part  of  a  comprehensive  improvement  project. 

The  Town  Council  initiated  a  comprehensive  rehabilitation  project  when  the  firm  of  Damschen  & 
Associates  Inc.  was  retained  to  conduct  an  engineering  analysis  of  the  community's  existing  water 
system.  A  detailed  analysis  of  the  need  for  the  proposed  water  improvements,  along  with  a  comparison 
of  several  alternate  solutions  and  complete  cost  estimates,  was  provided  in  a  September  1990  final 
engineering  report  by  Damschen  &  Associates  titled  "Water  System  Analysis  for  Dutton,  l\^ontana." 

Using  this  1990  analysis,  the  town  of  Dutton  obtained  funding  from  the  Community  Development 
Block  Grant  program.  The  town  submitted  another  application  to  DNRC  in  1990,  and  the  legislature 
authorized  the  project  in  1991.  Also  in  1991,  the  legislature  reduced  and  amended  the  town's  prior  loan 
authority  to  use  loan  funds  for  the  Tiber  hook-up  project  for  the  rehabilitation  project  instead.  The  1991 
grant  project,  positioned  low  on  the  list  of  authorized  projects,  has  not  received  any  grant  funds.   In  lieu 
of  a  grant,  however,  the  town  has  accepted  part  of  the  authority  as  a  $25,000  loan. 

The  rehabilitation  project  involves  three  parts.  The  first  part,  funded  with  the  1989  DNRC  grant, 
has  been  completed  and  includes  1 ,400  feet  of  riprap  of  the  Teton  riverbank  to  protect  the  town's  sole 
water  supply.  The  second  part  of  the  project  also  has  been  completed,  in  part,  with  a  $150,000  DNRC 
loan.  This  part  focused  on  upgrading  the  town's  water  storage  facilities,  including  construction  of  a  new 
500,000-gallon  water  tank  and  a  new  transmission  line  to  the  distribution  system.  The  third  part  of  the 
project  has  been  partially  completed  but,  without  1991  DNRC  grant  funds,  a  portion  of  the  project  was 
set  aside.   In  total,  part  three  involves  upgrading  the  existing  supply  system  and  transmission  main, 
including  installation  of  a  reliable  telemetry  system,  replacement  of  a  poor  section  of  transmission  line, 
installation  of  a  gas  chlorination  system,  and  improvements  to  the  pumping  station's  valve  work  and 
piping. 

Although  the  town  resubmitted  its  entire  1991  application  and  request  for  $94,680,  replacing  the 
poor  section  of  transmission  line  is  the  focus  of  the  town's  current  request.   Other  aspects  have  been 
completed,  in  part  with  the  DNRC  loan  funds  previously  mentioned.  According  to  a  final  report  by 
Damschen  &  Associates,  this  proposal  will  serve  to  replace  a  1-mile  section  of  transmission  line  that 
frequently  breaks  and  causes  excessive  water  use. 

Since  this  request  is  for  funds  to  continue  and  complete  an  ongoing  effort,  many  of  the 
compliance  questions  already  have  been  addressed.   It  appears  that  no  unsurmountable  hurdles  remain 
for  the  work  covered  under  this  grant  request.  The  final  engineering  and  construction  schedule  is 
reasonable.  Funding  delays  will  greatly  influence  replacement  of  the  mile  of  transmission  piping. 

RNANCiAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  town  is  resubmitting  this  application  in  the  hope  that  grant  funding  will  be  available  for  the 
remaining,  unfunded  portion  of  the  ongoing  rehabilitation  project.  The  total  remaining  costs  are 
estimated  at  less  than  the  amount  requested  because  a  loan  was  provided  under  the  1991  funding 
authority.   DNRC  funds  will  be  used  for  construction  and  construction  contingencies. 
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CURREhTT  INDEBTEDNESS 

Project  Year  paid  off  Indebtedness 

1976  Water  Project                                   2009  165,779 

1988  Tractor  Purchase                                 1993  4,450 

1988  Chip  Seal  Project  Variable  7,800 

1992  DNRC  Loan  175,000 

The  town  appears  to  be  at  its  maximum  loan  indebtedness  limit. 

The  $94,680  project  budget  appears  to  be  is  in  line  for  the  DNRC-funded  share  of  work  specified 
in  the  third  part  of  the  rehabilitation  project.   Since  the  time  this  application  was  submitted,  $25,000  in 
loan  funding  has  been  provided.  Thus,  the  balance  of  funds  requested  should  amount  to  approximately 
$70,000. 

The  project  is  financially  feasible,  and  the  proposal  documentation  provided  by  the  applicant 
supports  feasibility  in  general. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

Repair  records  of  the  1-mile  distribution  line  indicate  the  need  to  replace  the  line  both  to  manage 
and  conserve  water.   If  a  large  fire  or  spill  were  to  take  place  with  Dutton's  water  system  in  its  current 
condition,  the  threat  to  Dutton  residents  and  property  would  be  great  because  Dutton  cannot  guarantee 
water  supply.  Thus,  the  increased  fire  protection  potential  would  be  enhanced  significantly.  Also, 
replacing  the  distribution  line  and  adding  chlorination  would  reduce  waste  and  protect  the  state's  water. 

Documentation  included  with  the  proposal  illustrates  the  need  for  the  complete,  proposed 
system.   Letters  were  received  from  the  Office  of  Environmental  Health  -  Pondera  and  Teton  County, 
DNRC,  Dutton  Public  Schools,  Becker  Insurance  Agency,  Teton  County  Disaster  and  Emergency 
Services,  Dutton  Fire  Department,  and  the  Deputy  State  Fire  Marshall. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

A  consolidated  environmental  assessment  from  a  recent  Community  Development  Block  Grant 
application  was  included  in  the  submittal.  No  long-term  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  from  the  larger 
project.  The  portion  of  the  project  for  consideration  under  this  grant  is  expected  to  produce  minor 
impacts  during  construction.   Replacing  the  1-mile  transmission  line  will  temporarily  disrupt  some  farm 
land,  but  any  disturbed  land  will  be  reseeded  following  construction.  Other  short-term  effects  may 
include  increased  noise  and  dust. 

Acquiring  the  necessary  permits  and  approvals  for  the  larger  project  may  require  some  level  of 
environmental  review. 


RECOMMENDATION 

This  project  is  a  component  of  a  project  previously  funded  by  DNRC,  the  Community 
Development  Block  Grant  program,  and  the  project  sponsor.  The  project's  overall  cost  is  estimated  at 
$644,180;  this  application  therefore  reflects  14  percent  of  this  overall  cost.  Typically,  since  the  project 
sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenues  to  recover  the  project's  cost,  the  project  is 
considered  to  fiave  "payback  capability  and  would  qualify  for  only  25  percent  of  the  project  cost  or 
$50,000,  w/hichever  is  less.   For  this  project,  DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured.  An  environmental  assessment  may  be  required  for  the  permitting 
process.   If  a  review  results  in  any  changes  in  the  project's  scope  of  work  or  any  measures  necessary  to 
address  impacts  beyond  those  expected,  these  changes  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and 
incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.   Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective 
revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
before  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than 
those  already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

PROJECT  NO.  18 


APPUCANT  NAME  PETROLEUM  COUNTY 

PROJECT  NAME  Crooked  Creek  Recreation  Area 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $103,000  (Concessionaire) 

$200,000   (Corps  Of  Engineers) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $403,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $50,000  GRANT 

$50,000   LOAN 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Crooked  Creek  Recreation  Area  will  offer  Fort  Peck  Reservoir  additional  access  and  recreation 
such  as  camping,  fishing,  boating,  hunting,  and  horset>ack  riding.  The  project's  objective  is  to  make 
renewable  resources  more  available  to  the  public,  including  shower  and  rest  room  facilities,  trailer  hook- 
ups, and  water,  sewer,  and  electrical  services  for  the  cabins,  restaurant,  and  store. 

Crooked  Creek  Recreation  Area  now  has  a  seasonal  store,  boat  ramp,  fenced  storage  for  boats, 
and  one  toilet  and  camping  facility.  A  map  of  the  project  site  shows  the  proposed  location  for 
improvements  such  as  a  storage  tank,  wells,  septic  drain  field,  trailer  hookups,  new  store  and  restaurant, 
camp  sites,  cabins,  public  shower  and  rest  room  facilities,  fish-cleaning  station,  RV  dump  station,  and 
water  lines  and  stand  pipes  for  watering  trees  and  grass.  These  facilities  require  either  water,  sewer,  or 
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electrical  services  and/or  distribution  to  ensure  that  needed  improvements  are  completed  and  that  they 
provide  the  public  with  a  usable  recreational  facility. 

In  order  to  complete  these  improvements  and  protect  public  health  and  safety,  the  grant  money 
received  will  help  complete  improvements  for  the  water  well,  the  water  storage  facility,  water  treatment, 
water  distribution,  wastewater  disposal,  the  access  road,  parking,  road  lighting,  and  7  miles  of  electrical 
service. 

The  project  also  includes  drilling  and  developing  a  well  field  at  an  anticipated  depth  of  800  to 
1 ,000  feet.  The  number  of  wells  drilled  will  depend  on  the  aquifer  capacity  and  system  demand.  The 
water  distribution  system  will  consist  of  a  buried  pipe.  The  central  sewer  collection  system  will  be 
Installed  with  the  final  treatment  either  a  drain  field  or  a  non-discharging  lagoon  system.  Seven  miles  of 
electrical  service  will  need  to  be  brought  to  the  site.  The  access  road  needs  to  be  graded,  and  new 
gravel  needs  to  be  placed  for  an  improved  driving  surface. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMB^fT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Access  to  Fort  Peck  Resen/oir  is  limited,  particularly  to  the  lake's  upper  sections  and 
surrounding  Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Long-term  efforts  have  been  made  to  improve 
access  to  the  lake's  scenic  upper  end  and,  in  1985,  the  Crooked  Creek  site  became  one  of  seven 
recreation  sites  designated  by  Congress  to  provide  access  to  Fort  Peck  Reservoir.  Between  1981  and 
1987,  nearly  $1.1  million  was  spent  to  bring  the  44  mile-long  Crooked  Creek  access  road  to  all-weather 
standards.  In  1985,  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  leased  some  of  the  Crooked  Creek  site  to  Petroleum 
County,  which  has  a  concession  agreement  with  Bill  Hams  to  operate  a  camping  area,  picnic  area, 
temporary  store,  and  the  boat  ramp. 

During  1988,  approximately  1,750  people  visited  the  Crooked  Creek  area  for  fishing,  hunting, 
boating,  and  camping.  Since  1989,  the  concession  and  recreation  area  essentially  have  been  closed 
because  of  lake  drawdowns.   In  1991,  the  draft  Fort  Peck  Master  Plan  recommended  that  because 
water-based  recreation  at  Crooked  Creek  was  limited,  the  area's  management  emphasis  should  give  way 
to  resource-oriented  recreation  such  as  hunting,  hiking,  backpacking,  and  photography.  The  same 
report  indicated  that,  in  any  case,  water-based  recreation  at  the  Crooked  Creek  site  would  end  by  about 
the  year  2015  because  of  lake  sedimentation  and  delta  movement. 

Petroleum  County  believes  that  full-service  public  facilities  will  make  the  area  more  attractive  to 
recreational  visitors.  These  include  publicly  financed  rest  room  and  shower  facilities,  trailer  hookups, 
and  new  water,  sewer,  and  electrical  services  for  the  concessionaire's  cabins,  restaurant,  and  store.  The 
proposed  grant  would  develop  a  well  field  that  would  supply  drinking  water  through  a  new  water 
distribution  system  for  shower  and  rest  room  facilities,  install  a  central  sewer  system,  and  provide  new 
on-site  electrical  service  by  bringing  in  a  new  7-mile  electrical  line. 


RNANCIAL  ASSESSMEr^ 

The  project's  total  cost  is  estimated  at  $403,000,  and  a  $100,000  grant  is  requested.  Other 
finances  amounting  to  $103,000  would  be  provided  by  Bill  Harris,  the  concessionaire.  The  application 
also  lists  a  $200,000  grant  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  This  $200,000  appropriation  is  available  for 
improvements  to  all  seven  Fort  Peck  recreation  sites,  and  $60,000  of  this  amount  already  has  been 
allocated  to  another  site.  Thus,  if  all  the  Fort  Peck  recreation  improvement  money  were  allocated  to  the 
Crooked  Creek  site,  $140,000  is  the  maximum  that  could  be  provided. 
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Because  site  construction  plans  are  preliminary,  project  costs  should  be  considered 
approximate.  Water  well  field  costs  are  estimated  at  $51,000;  the  water  treatment,  storage,  and 
distribution  system  at  $146,000;  the  septic  system  at  $46,000;  and  the  electrical  system  at  $79,000  for 
total  construction  costs  of  $322,000.  Adding  contingencies,  permitting  and  engineering  design  work, 
monitoring,  and  general  construction  administration  brings  the  total  project  cost  to  $403,000.   Petroleum 
County  assumes  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (the  landowner)  will  provide  the  necessary  additional 
leased  lands  at  no  additional  cost. 

The  project's  design  engineer  examined  an  alternate  water  source  using  local  surface  water,  but 
instead  selected  deep  wells  because  of  the  high  water  treatment  costs  that  would  be  required  for  a 
surface  water  system. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMEm- 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  tangible,  on-site  benefits  and  some  county-wide  economic 
benefits.   It  would  expand  the  scope  of  recreation  facilities  along  Fort  Peck  Reservoir  and  increase 
Crooked  Creek's  value  as  a  full-service,  overnight  destination  area.   Because  improved  facilities  would 
encourage  more  overnight  stays  and  because  on-site  water  and  sanitation  facilities  would  provide  nicer 
accommodations,  an  increase  in  Fort  Peck  Reservoir's  recreational  use  and  longer  visitor  stays  would  be 
expected.  Although  the  area's  future  recreation  use  is  unknown,  the  annual  use  levels  easily  could 
double  to  3,500  visitors.  Letters  and  signatures  submitted  on  behalf  of  this  project  show  the  local 
support.  The  1991  Governor's  Roundtable  on  Fort  Peck  and  the  f\/lissouri  River  and  the  Fort  Peck 
Advisory  Council  indicate  that  the  project  also  enjoys  statewide  support. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

No  major  adverse  environmental  impacts  are  expected,  but  the  project  could  show  some  local 
impacts  at  developed  sites  and  some  cumulative  impacts  because  of  increased  recreation  use  of  the 
lake  and  the  general  shore  area.  The  Crooked  Creek  recreation  site  is  located  directly  across  the  lake 
from  the  U  L  Bend  Wilderness  and  is  completely  surrounded  by  the  Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  Installing  water  and  sewer  facilities  probably  would  improve  water  quality  and  reduce  the 
potential  for  local  water  pollution  from  recreation  activities,  although  prior  approval  of  the  installation 
would  be  required  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences. 

Petroleum  County  should  provide  plans  in  sufficient  enough  detail  to  allow  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  to  make  a  review  of  the  proposed  water  and  sewer  systems.  An 
environmental  review  may  be  required  that  would  assess  the  project's  effects  on  water  quality;  health, 
safety,  and  noise;  community  income;  recreation  and  wilderness;  and  local  plans  and  goals.  An 
environmental  assessment  would  allow  the  applicable  permits  and  approvals  to  be  processed  efficiently. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  abie  to  assess  fees  or  coiiect  tax  revenues  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $50,000.  DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Additional  project  design  shall  be  required  before  grant  funds  are  provided.  The  intertwined 
responsibilities  of  leases,  ownership,  fee  collection,  and  maintenance  responsibilities  shall  be  clearly 
specified  and  legally  resolved  before  the  project  is  funded.  The  project  sponsor  shall  obtain  a  specific 
financial  commitment  from  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  and  easements  or  leases  for  the  land  occupied 
by  the  developed  facilities.  Ownership  of  capital  improvements  and  responsibility  for  ongoing 
maintenance  shall  be  specified  and  costs  budgeted.   Lease  fees  collected  from  the  concessionaire  shall 
be  considered  potential  project  revenue  for  the  repayment  of  a  loan  or  to  refund  matching  fund 
commitments. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  the  project  design  has  been  completed,  after  DNRC  approves 
a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after  matching  funds  have  been  secured.  An  environmental 
assessment  may  result  in  changes  to  the  proposed  scope  of  work  or  Identification  of  measures  to 
address  adverse  impacts  beyond  those  now  expected.  Any  such  requirements  shall  be  stipulated  in  the 
project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  Original  specifications, 
designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers 
before  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement.  After  bids 
have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific  construction  costs  such 
as  material,  labor,  and  equipment. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $100,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 
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PROJECT  NO.  19 

APPUGANTT  NAME  EAST  GLACIER  WATER  AND  SEWER  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Midvale  Diversion  Project 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $25,610  GRANT 

$76,832   LOAN 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  1,180  (East  Glacier  Water  and  Sewer  District-ln-kind) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 03,622 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $25,905  GRANT 

$76,537    LOAN 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  purpose  of  the  project  proposed  in  this  application  is  to  construct  a  diversion  structure  that 
will  alter  the  streamflow  around  an  existing  reservoir  to  a  canal  during  periods  of  reservoir  sediment 
cleaning.  The  objective  is  to  improve  water  quality  downstream  of  the  reservoir  during  cleaning 
operations  and  to  facilitate  cleaning  the  reservoir.  The  project  has  been  estimated  to  cost  $103,622, 
which  the  East  Glacier  Water  and  Sewer  District  proposes  to  finance  with  a  DNRC  grant  of  25  percent,  a 
DNRC  loan  to  fund  the  remaining  75  percent,  and  $1,180  in  district  funds.   DNRC  previously  approved 
the  project  for  both  a  grant  and  a  loan,  but  complications  delayed  the  project  and  funding  was  canceled. 
The  complications  have  since  been  overcome,  and  the  district  is  resubmitting  its  application. 

Developing  the  diversion  structure  is  part  of  an  overall  plan  developed  by  the  district  to  bring  the 
quality  of  the  drinking  water  supply  to  acceptable  levels.  With  no  treatment  other  than  chlorination.  this 
surface  water  source  violates  water  quality  standards  because  of  high  turbidity  levels  and  potential 
giardia  contamination. 

Phase  one  of  the  plan  involves  the  diversion  project,  and  phase  two  focuses  on  developing  a 
new  water  treatment  facility.  The  district  is  applying  for  Community  Development  Block  Grant  funds  to 
finance  the  treatment  facility.  When  both  phases  of  the  plan  are  implemented,  the  community  will  have  a 
complete  water  system  that  will  satisfy  water  quality  standards.  Developing  this  system  is  a  high  and 
urgent  community  priority. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

This  proposal's  goal  is  to  minimize  streambed  sedimentation  and  siltation  in  Midvale  Creek  when 
the  domestic  water  reservoir  of  East  Glacier  Park  is  being  cleaned.   Cleaning  operations  create 
undesirable  turbidity  problems  downstream  from  the  cleaning  site  that  violate  the  Biackfeet  Water  Quality 
Management  Plan.  This  is  the  first  phase  of  a  two-part  project.  The  second  phase,  development  of  a 
new  water  treatment  plant,  will  be  outlined  in  an  application  for  Community  Development  Block  Grant 
funding. 


DNRC  previously  approved  this  project,  but  funding  was  canceled  because  of  a  delay  in  the 
project  being  implemented.  Complications  that  caused  the  delay  have  been  overcome,  and  the  district 
is  resubmitting  the  project  WUh  revised  cost  figures  that  reflect  1992  costs. 

Of  three  technical  alternatives  that  were  evaluated,  two  were  related  to  new  dam  construction 
and  the  third  suggested  construction  of  a  diversion  system.  The  proposed  diversion  structure  alternative 
should  solve  the  problems  in  a  cost-effective  manner.  Final  approval  of  the  design  must  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  Blackfeet  Water  Quality  Management  Plan. 

The  stream  diversion  structure  will  allow  the  reservoir  to  be  cleaned  without  excessive 
downstream  sedimentation.  The  technical  documentation  submitted  proved  adequate  to  support  the 
recommended  approach.  The  recommended  alternative  will  meet  the  proposal's  needs,  goals,  and 
objectives.  All  the  "major  players"  have  been  informed  of  and  support  the  project.  The  water  rights, 
permits,  and  easement  requirements  will  be  addressed  and  coordinated  during  the  project's  final 
engineering  design  phase. 

The  1988  budget  estimates  were  updated  to  reflect  1992  costs,  which  appear  to  be  in  line  with 
other  projects.  The  proposed  schedule  is  reasonable,  although  any  delays  in  funding  will  cause 
continued  sedimentation  in  Midvale  Creek. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMEfJT 

The  East  Glacier  Water  and  Sewer  District  requests  a  DNRC  grant  of  $25,610  and  loan  of 
$76,832.  The  loan  would  be  repaid  by  increasing  the  monthly  water  rate  of  the  140  users  by  $4.26  per 
month,  or  an  increase  from  $20  per  month  to  $24.26  per  month  per  user. 

DNRC  funding  of  $102,442  will  pay  for  $4,300  in  administrative  costs,  including  salaries  and 
associated  communication,  travel,  and  supply  costs;  $12,408  in  technical  engineering  and  design 
salaries  and  associated  laboratory,  printing,  and  other  costs;  $75,333  for  construction  and  construction 
contingency;  $4,601  for  construction  interest;  and  $5,800  for  inflation  contingency. 

The  district  will  contribute  $1,180  to  the  project  through  contract  administration  services. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  project  will  provide  water  management  and  protection  by  decreasing  turbidity  and 
downstream  sediment  and  improving  Midvale  Creek's  overall  water  quality.  The  project  is  a  multi-use 
project  that  will  benefit  the  community.  Glacier  Park  Incorporated,  the  many  tourists  that  visit  the  area, 
and  the  environment. 

The  project  has  enjoyed  strong  community  support  throughout  the  past  six  years  the  project 
has  been  proposed.  Several  public  hearings  on  the  project  also  have  been  held.  District  representatives 
met  several  times  about  this  issue  with  the  Blackfeet  Tribal  Council,  which  is  greatly  interested  in  the 
project  because  it  will  improve  the  quality  of  reservation  water. 


55 


The  need  for  clear  river  water  and  quality  drinking  water,  especially  in  the  East  Glacier  resort 
area,  is  tremendous.  Direct  beneficiaries  of  the  project  include  the  140  East  Glacier  users,  and  indirect 
users  include  Glacier  Park  visitors. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  long-term  effect  of  not  completing  the  diversion  structure  is  the  potential  for  streambed  and 
streambank  erosion  and  continued  sedimentation. 

Short-temi,  construction-related  effects  such  as  dust,  noise,  and  streambed  sedimentation 
should  be  addressed  in  the  design  documents.  Long-term  benefits  to  stream  channel  stability  and  water 
quality  are  expected  from  a  properly  designed  and  operated  project. 

Several  permits,  including  310  and  404  permits  and  a  Blackfeet  tribe  stream  alteration  pemnit, 
may  be  required  during  construction  of  this  project.  To  comply  with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (MEPA),  permitting  agencies  may  need  to  conduct  an  environmental  review  before  any  decisions  are 
made  on  the  necessary  permits.  The  environmental  assessment  would  provide  the  opportunity  for 
public  comment  and  may  result  in  measures  being  developed  to  reduce  impacts  to  minor  levels. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenues  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.  DNRC  recommends  a  $25,905  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $76,537.  DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured.   If  any  requirements  resulting  from  an  environmental  assessment 
process  are  necessary  to  reduce  adverse  impacts  to  reasonable  levels,  these  shall  be  stipulated  in  the 
project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  Original  specifications, 
designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences  before  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the 
project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will 
require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $102,442. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 


PROJECT  NO.  20 

APPUCANT  NAME  TOWN  OF  NASHUA 

PROJECT  NAME  Water  Storage  System  Improvements 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $50,000   GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES*  $212,000   (Farmer's  Home  Administration  Grant/Loan) 

*  The  Town  of  Nashua  has  $71 ,000  in  Farmer's  Home 
Administration  matching  or  contingency  funds  available. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $262,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $50,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  town  of  Nashua  is  requesting  financial  assistance  to  improve  an  existing  water  storage 
system.   Engineering  studies  indicate  that  an  existing  concrete  water  tank  (50  years  old)  is  badly  spalled 
and  nearing  structural  failure.  This  structure  is  the  town's  sole  reservoir  supply  source.  If  the  tank  fails, 
the  town's  water  supply  becomes  contaminated  and  fire  suppression  capabilities  dwindle.  An  engineer's 
recent  estimate  indicates  an  infrastructure  project  at  $262,000. 

Constructing  a  new  water  storage  reservoir  is  essential  to  the  community's  existence.  Included 
with  a  new  storage  tank  is  the  installation  and  replacement  of  25  non-functioning  water  main  valves  and 
8  non-functioning  fire  hydrants.  At  present,  the  town  cannot  control  the  water  flow  in  its  system  to  allow 
for  isolated  maintenance  on  leaks  or  pipe  failures.   Properly  working  valves  will  allow  the  town  to  better 
control  water  flows  through  its  water  supply  and  distribution  system.   Replacing  old  hydrants  that  do  not 
operate  properly  should  produce  better  water  quality  and  increased  fire  protection  for  local  residents. 
Thus,  flushing  out  the  distribution  system  could  take  place. 

Additional  tank  storage  will  be  addressed  during  the  project's  engineering  design  phase  to 
adequately  handle  the  town's  projected  needs,  including  domestic,  commercial,  municipal,  and  fire 
protection  requirements. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  existing  120,000-gallon  concrete  storage  tank  is  more  than  50  years  old.   in  1986,  tank 
inspections  indicated  extensive  concrete  deterioration.  Portions  of  the  tank  were  patched  before  1987, 
and  additional  inspections  were  conducted  in  1989  and  again  in  1992.  These  inspections  concluded  that 
the  concrete  and  the  patches  had  deteriorated  to  the  point  where  the  tank's  structural  integrity  was  in 
question. 

Other  than  routine  maintenance,  little  corrective  work  has  been  done  in  the  past  on  the 
distribution  system  valves  or  the  fire  hydrants. 
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The  project's  objective  is  to  provide  the  town  of  Nashua  with  a  safe,  reliable  water  system  that 
works  efficiently.   Specific  goals  set  to  achieve  this  objective  include  (1)  providing  a  structurally  safe 
storage  facility;  (2)  Increasing  the  new  storage  facility's  capacity  to  meet  current  drinking  water  and  fire 
protection  standards;  (3)  replacing  25  non-functioning  valves;  and  (4)  replacing  8  to  10  non-functioning 
fire  hydrants. 

Engineering  reports  prepared  by  Thomas,  Dean  &  Hoskins,  Inc.  In  1986  and  1987,  along  with  a 
1992  AmeriTech  Engineering  Corporation  report,  document  the  tank  problems.  The  1992  report  and  the 
town's  proposal  also  discuss  the  valve  and  fire  hydrant  problems.   In  1992,  the  Department  of  Health 
and  Environmental  Sciences'  Water  Quality  Bureau  inspected  the  tank  and  concluded  that  the  tank  was 
in  "very  poor  condition." 

The  recommendation  to  "replace"  the  existing  tank,  valves,  and  fire  hydrants  appears  to  be  the 
best  long-temi  approach  in  comparison  to  the  other  options  considered.   Replacing  the  tank,  valves,  and 
fire  hydrants  will  meet  the  project  proposal's  goals  and  objectives,  and  the  approach's  viability  has  been 
well-documented  in  the  proposal. 

The  tank  replacement  portion  of  the  project  will  provide  (1)  water  conservation,  (2)  additional  fire 
protection,  and  (3)  a  structurally  safe  tank.  Replacing  the  valves  will  give  the  town  the  ability  to  isolate 
line  sections  for  maintenance  and  to  allow  controlled  line  flushing.   Increased  fire  protection  will  be 
provided  by  the  fire  hydrant  replacement  of  this  proposal.  Also,  the  town's  ability  to  flush  the  water  lines 
periodically  will  prove  much  more  efficient. 

The  town  of  Nashua  appears  to  have  solicited  the  support  of  all  those  involved  in  the  project, 
and  six  public  hearings  have  been  held  over  the  past  two  years  to  encourage  and  solicit  citizen 
participation. 

A  reserve  account  was  set  up  to  allow  for  generated  revenue  to  replace  and  repair  the  concrete 
storage  tank  facility.   No  legal  hurdles  related  to  water  rights,  permits,  and  easements  are  anticipated. 
One  problem  anticipated,  however,  is  that  the  current  tank  may  not  last  until  a  new  tank  is  put  into 
service.  The  $71 ,000  now  in  the  town's  water  reserve  account  is  used  as  contingency  in  case  of  a  tank 
failure.   In  the  event  these  funds  are  drawn,  matching  monies  that  may  needed  for  the  Farmer's  IHome 
Administration  loan  would  not  be  available. 

The  proposed  project  schedule  appears  optimistic  but  reasonable. 

In  summary,  the  applicant  has  made  an  admirable  effort.  The  best  option  has  been  selected, 
the  approach  has  been  fully  developed,  the  technical  documentation  is  complete,  and  compliance  with 
any  legal  requirements  has  been  or  will  be  fulfilled. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

This  proposal  requests  a  $50,000  DNRC  grant.  The  project  is  financially  feasible  and,  even  if  all 
funding  sources  are  not  secured,  the  documentation  provided  supports  feasibility  in  general. 

The  outlined  costs  appear  both  reasonable  and  complete.  The  annual  operation  and 
maintenance  costs  of  the  new  tank,  valves,  and  fire  hydrants  should  be  less  than  the  annual  costs  now 
incun-ed  by  the  town.  The  cost  of  constructing  a  new  tank  after  a  structural  failure  and  collapse  would 
be  much  higher  and  would  create  numerous  unacceptable  situations  for  the  town's  residents. 


A  FmHA  grant/loan  application  for  $212,000  was  submitted  June  30,  1992.  At  tliis  time,  tlie 
grant-versus-loan  proportions  have  not  been  determined. 

As  of  Aprii  30,  1992,  the  town  had  $71,288  in  a  water  reserve  fund  stipulated  for  this  project's 
use.  This  amount  will  be  used  as  FmHA  matching  or  contingency  funds.  The  money  also  could  be 
used  during  an  emergency  if  the  present  tank  collapses  before  the  new  tank  is  put  into  service. 

DNRC  grant  funds  will  be  used  for  construction  and  construction  contingencies. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currentiy  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  project  will  provide  the  town  of  Nashua  with  an  adequate  storage  facility  and  fire  protection 
and  will  allow  economical  management  of  the  distribution  system.   Conservation,  management,  and 
protection  of  the  town's  water  reserves  will  be  enhanced  greatly  through  this  project. 

Because  of  the  existing  storage  tank's  poor  condition,  leakage  is  assumed  although  the  quantity 
is  unknown.  Also  assumed  is  that  water  used  in  the  cun-ent  line-flushing  operation  will  be  reduced  once 
the  new  valves  and  fire  hydrants  are  installed. 

The  project  appears  to  enjoy  strong  public  support.  According  to  the  proposal,  375  Montanans 
will  benefit  directly  from  this  project,  with  another  200  Montanans  receiving  indirect  benefits. 

A  $212,000  FmHA  grant/loan  cun-ently  is  being  pursued.  Federal  funds  have  been  available  in 
the  past  for  projects  similar  to  this  one. 

The  project  fulfills  an  identified  need  and  will  support  future  economic  development.  The 
proposed  water  storage  tank  and  distribution  system  repairs  will  directly  affect  Nashua's  future  growth 
and  development. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Minor  adverse  environmental  impacts  during  construction  of  this  project  would  include  noise, 
dust,  and  minor  vegetative  disturbances.  Improvements  to  the  town's  drinking  water  supply  and 
increased  efficiency  and  ability  to  maintain  the  water  supply  system  are  expected.   In  permitting  the 
project,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  should  review  environmental  impacts  and 
ensure  that  final  engineering  designs  include  measures  that  would  protect  public  health  and  cause  minor 
environmental  effects  during  construction. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenues  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 
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Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  worl<  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured.  Any  requirements  or  measures  identified  as  reasonable  to  reduce 
project  impacts  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's 
scope  of  work.  Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  before  bids  are  solicited;  by 
reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will 
require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those 
already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $50,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 


PROJECT  NO.  21 


APPUCAT^  NAME 
PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUNT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 


CARBON  COUNTY 

Roberts  Water  System  Improvement 

$100,000  GRANT 

$375,000  (Community  Development  Block  Grant) 
$341 ,562  (Farmer's  Home  Administration  Loan) 

$816,562 

$  50,000  GRANT 
$  50,000  LOAN 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Roberts,  Montana,  is  an  unincorporated  community  in  Carbon  County  with  a  population  of 
approximately  200.  The  town  currently  draws  its  water  from  two  closely  spaced  wells.  The  water  then  is 
chlorinated  and  pumped  to  a  5,000-gallon  storage  pressure  tank.  The  distribution  system  that  supplies 
water  to  the  water  district  users  is  made  up  of  nearly  1,850  feet  of  6-inch  pipe  and  5,000  feet  of  4-inch 
pipe  with  substandard  looping  and  valving. 

Because  of  an  extremely  limited  storage  capability,  undersized  mains,  and  the  lack  of  system 
looping,  the  Roberts  water  system  is  unable  to  meet  minimum  requirements  for  peak  water  demands, 
chlorination  detention  time,  fire  flow  demand,  and  minimum  operational  pressures.   In  addition,  the 
present  chlorine  feed  system  is  extremely  hazardous,  if  not  potentially  life-threatening,  to  people  who 
work  in  or  near  the  pump  and  storage  facility.  This  facility  is  located  at  a  point  of  surface  runoff 
concentration  and  also  is  subject  to  potential  flood  damage  and  surface  influence. 

Providing  a  new  pump  and  storage  facility  in  a  new  location  with  a  proper  chlorine  feed  system, 
along  with  making  distribution  improvements,  will  ensure  Roberts  an  adequate  water  supply  system  free 
W  of  the  present  health,  safetv.  and  ooerational  oroblems. 


!  present  health,  safety,  and  operational  problems. 
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TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Roberts  has  had  water  system  problems  for  several  years  with  its  limited  storage  capacity  (5,000 
gallons),  undersized  mains,  and  inadequate  looping  of  system  lines.  The  limited  storage  does  not  allow 
adequate  chiohnation  detention  time,  and  the  town  is  unable  to  meet  requirements  for  minimum  fire  flow 
and  operational  pressure.  Its  outdated  chlorination  facilities  also  present  a  significant  safety  hazard  both 
to  its  operator  and  the  town's  residents. 

Several  years  ago,  the  town  contracted  with  an  engineering  firm  for  a  detailed  study  of  Roberts' 
water  system.  The  study  was  completed  in  1986,  followed  by  a  supplemental  study  in  1992. 

These  two  studies  recommended  six  alternatives  for  improving  Roberts'  water  system.   Of  these 
six,  the  town  chose  the  alternative  it  thought  would  provide  the  best  long-term  solution  to  its  water 
system  problems. 

Roberts  proposes  to  construct  a  new  200,000-gallon  storage  tank,  develop  new  wells  in  a  better 
location,  construct  a  new  pumphouse  with  chlorination  facilities,  and  rehabilitate  the  current  distribution 
system.   By  making  all  these  improvements,  the  town  will  be  able  to  meet  applicable  drinking  water 
standards. 

The  documentation  submitted  with  the  application  supports  the  work  proposed  for  the  system. 
The  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  also  has  indicated  its  support  of  the  project. 

The  town  has  identified  an  area  on  which  the  well,  pumphouse,  and  storage  tank  will  t>e 
constructed.  This  area  is  located  on  private  land,  and  the  town  has  indicated  that  the  landowner  is 
receptive  to  selling  the  property  if  the  project  should  go  forward.  The  water  main  will  be  replaced  on 
property  already  controlled  by  the  town.  The  town  has  a  water  right  on  its  existing  well  and.  If  new  wells 
are  developed,  it  will  have  to  obtain  water  rights  for  them.  No  additional  permits  appear  to  be  required 
for  this  project. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project's  total  is  $816,562.  The  $100,000  grant  request  includes  $1,000  for 
contract  administration  and  $99,000  for  construction,  including  $9,000  for  contingencies.  Additional 
funding  will  be  obtained  through  a  Community  Development  Block  Grant  ($375,000)  and  a  Farmer's 
Home  Administration  (FmHA)  loan  ($341,562). 

The  budget  developed  for  all  altematives  is  acceptable.  Although  the  town  has  not  chosen  the 
least-cost  alternative,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  and  DNRC  both  support  the 
selected  alternative.  The  application  indicates  that  the  town's  residents  are  capable  of  repaying  the 
FmHA  loan. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 
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The  proposed  project  will  relocate  well  system  and  chlorination  facilities  out  of  a  low  area 
susceptible  to  contamination.  Relocating  and  updating  the  chlorination  facilities  will  improve  the 
residents'  safety,  and  the  additional  storage  will  enable  the  system  to  meet  applicable  standards  for  fire 
flow  and  operational  pressure. 

ENVIRONMEhfTAL  ASSESSMENT 

During  construction,  slight  to  moderate  adverse  environmental  effects  may  take  place  in 
disturbed  areas,  such  as  dust,  noise,  and  debris.  Proper  precautions  will  be  taken  to  reduce  these 
Impacts. 

The  project's  positive  effects  will  include  improved  water  quality  that  will  meet  applicable  state 
and  Federal  safe  drinking  water  standards.   In  conjunction  with  the  application  for  water  rights 
associated  with  the  proposed  well(s),  DNRC  would  complete  an  environmental  checklist  to  document 
that  the  project's  adverse  effects  would  not  be  significant. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenue  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $50,000.   DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  completed  a  checklist  review  required  under  the  Montana 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA).   Mitigation  measures  considered  necessary  to  address  the  project's 
adverse  effects  would  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's 
scope  of  work.   Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  before  any  bids  are  solicited;  by 
reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will 
require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those 
already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $100,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 
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PROJECT  NO.  22 

APPUCANT  NAME  CHINOOK  DIVISION  IRRIGATION  ASSOCIATION 

PROJECT  NAME  Repair  of  Lohman  Dam 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  36,866  (Fort  Belknap  Irrigation  District,  Alfalfa  Valley 

Irrigation  District,  and  Zurich  Irrigation  District) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 36,866 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $  34,21 7  GRANT 

$  65,783  LOAN 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  purpose  of  this  project  is  to  rehabilitate  Lohman  Dam  on  the  Milk  River  to  ensure  the  dam's 
future  reliability  and  eliminate  excessive  sand  and  silt  diverted  into  Fort  Belknap  Canal  during  irrigation 
season.  The  Chinook  Division  Irrigation  Association  proposes  to  replace  the  dam's  spillway  crest  with  a 
concrete  ogee  spillway.  A  gated  sluiceway  also  will  be  constructed  to  help  remove  silt  buildup  behind 
the  dam.  An  integral  part  of  this  project  is  the  construction  of  a  riprap  jetty  just  upstream  from  the  Fort 
Belknap  Canal  headworks. 

The  dam's  new  crest  will  be  at  an  elevation  that  will  eliminate  the  use  of  stop-logs  now  used  on 
the  existing  crest.  The  new  crest  also  will  eliminate  the  need  to  check  up  the  river's  surface  in  order  to 
divert  water  in  the  main  canal.  The  canal's  elevation  can  be  controlled  by  changing  the  sluiceway  gate 
position. 

A  portion  of  the  work  required  to  rehabilitate  the  dam  will  involve  excavating  a  keyway  for  the 
base  of  the  crest  and  for  the  upstream  and  downstream  cutoffs.  The  Chinook  Division  Irrigation 
Association  proposes  contracting  the  dam  repair  or  purchasing  excavation  equipment  for  the  dam  repair 
by  force  account. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  proposed  project  is  part  of  an  overall  plan  to  rehabilitate  the  entire  Chinook  Division 
In-igation  Association  system.  According  to  the  application,  the  system  was  constructed  in  1911  and 
many  of  its  facilities  need  rehabilitation.  The  irrigation  association  has  worked  with  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  develop  the  system-wide  rehabilitation  plan. 

The  Chinook  Division  Irrigation  Association  is  comprised  of  five  irrigation  districts  located  in 
northcentral  Montana.  Three  of  these  districts  encompass  17,810  acres  and  receive  Milk  River  water 
from  the  Lohman  diversion  dam.  Rehabilitating  the  diversion  dam  would  involve  raising  it  about  4  feet  to 
improve  control  of  diversions  from  the  river.  Manually  placing  stop-logs  to  divert  the  water  will  give  way 
to  a  higher,  permanent  concrete  dam  with  flows  controlled  by  a  gated  sluiceway  operated  by  remote 
equipment.   Properly  installing  the  sluiceway  in  the  dam  and  the  jetty  should  decrease  canal  siltation. 
Constructing  the  jetty  out  of  large  rocks  is  being  proposed. 
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To  identify  or  prevent  downstream  adverse  effects,  further  study  and  design  should  be  made  of 
the  jetty  structure  before  construction  to  consider  the  river's  hydrology,  channel  formation,  and  bank 
erosion  potential. 

The  Chinook  Division  Irrigation  Association  previously  received  two  DNRC  grants  that  funded 
other  portions  of  the  overall  system  rehabilitation:  a  $100,000  Water  Development  grant  and  a  $300,000 
Reclamation  and  Development  grant.  The  applicant  has  submitted  another  grant  application  this  year 
requesting  $100,000  to  install  headworks  measuring  devices  in  the  irrigation  association  canals. 

RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project's  total  cost  is  $136,866.  The  Chinook  Division  Irrigation  Association's 
$100,000  grant  request  includes  $34,000  for  equipment,  $9,859  for  labor,  $38,891  for  materials,  $12,250 
for  contractor  costs,  and  $5,000  for  contingencies.  Another  three  irrigation  districts  will  contribute  $2,350 
for  engineering,  $2,400  for  construction  supervision,  $500  for  travel,  $8,140  for  materials,  $12,255  for 
contractor  costs,  $5,600  for  excavation  and  cleanup,  and  $5,621  for  contingencies. 

More  specific  costs  are  needed  on  Installation  and  materials  for  the  jetty. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  would  indirectly  support  State  Water  Plan  objectives  through  more 
efficient  water  diversion  and  less  canal  siltation  that,  in  tum,  should  provide  more  efficient  water 
conveyance.  Among  the  objectives  supported  are  improved  water  use  and  conveyance  efficiency.  The 
project  also  involves  family-owned  farms. 

Although  the  project  would  not  initiate  the  use  of  reserved  water,  the  application  does  not 
indicate  whether  the  project  would  help  resolve  Indian  or  federal  reserved  water  rights  through  additional 
available  water  for  these  rights. 

If  the  system  is  managed  properly,  water  should  be  conserved  from  the  dam's  rehabilitation 
through  more  efficient  water  diversion  and  conveyance,  which  provides  more  reliable  water  for  the  user. 

No  public  support  is  documented  in  the  application,  but  the  project  is  part  of  a  major 
Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  project  that  may  involve  federal  funds.  The  project  primarily  will  provide 
tangible,  ongoing  benefits  to  tlie  three  irrigation  districts'  water  users. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Agencies  responsible  for  providing  permits  and  enforcing  environmental  standards  should 
conduct  an  environmental  assessment  to  determine  the  project's  environmental  impacts.  The  Blaine 
County  Conservation  District  also  should  be  consulted.  Areas  of  concern  that  should  be  addressed 
include  flushing  silt  from  the  dam,  the  jetty's  downstream  effects,  and  constructing  a  concrete  apron 
below  the  dam  for  fishery  purposes. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  coliect  tax  revenue  to  recover  tlie  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $34,217  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $65,783.   DNRC 
will  provide  loan  funding  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to 
repay  the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  any  adverse  environmental  effects 
caused  by  the  project  would  not  be  significant.  Silt-flushing,  the  jetty's  downstream  effects,  and  the 
need  to  construct  a  concrete  apron  on  the  dam  for  fishery  purposes  are  issues  that  should  be 
considered  in  an  environmental  review.  Any  additional  requirements  identified  through  such  a  review 
shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work. 

Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by 
the  U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service  before  any  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  shall  be  included  in 
the  project  agreement.  Specific  designs  and  cost  estimates  for  the  rock  jetty  also  shall  be  included. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $100,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

PROJECT  NO.  23 


APPUCANT  NAME  CHINOOK  DIVISION  IRRIGATION  ASSOCIATION 

PROJECT  NAME  Headworks  Measuring  Devices 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  44,693  (Chinook  Division  Irrigation  Association)) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 44.693 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $  36, 1 73  GRANT 

$  63,827  LOAN 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  purpose  of  this  project  is  to  install  measuring  devices  at  the  headworks  of  each  of  the  main 
canals  of  five  irrigation  districts  to  quantify  the  diversions  into  each  system  and  provide  a  means  of 
recordkeeping.  The  measuring  devices  will  allow  water  to  be  distributed  equitably  within  the  Chinook 
Division  Irrigation  Association  and  will  reduce  the  amount  of  water  diverted  from  the  Milk  River. 
Recording  the  diversions  will  enable  the  association  to  keep  records  from  which  it  can  more  easily  plan 
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diversions  for  entire  irrigation  seasons.   By  using  tlie  measuring  devices  and  controlling  the  diversions 
only  to  the  amounts  necessary,  all  distribution  systems  virithin  the  association  will  require  less 
maintenance  because  they  will  not  experience  the  degradation  associated  with  excessive  diversions. 

The  initial  measuring  devices  will  form  the  nucleus  for  the  complete  monitoring  system  planned 
by  Montana's  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  office  as  part  of  a  long-range  program.  This  system  will 
ensure  that  all  water  users  use  water  in  accordance  with  the  adjudication  set  by  the  courts.  The 
measuring  devices  also  will  provide  the  control  needed  not  only  within  individual  districts  but  in  the 
entire  Milk  River  basin.   River  control  from  the  Fresno  Reservoir  to  Nashua  will  be  provided  by  the 
measuring  devices,  which  will  permit  reassurance  that  diversions  become  records  for  court  use  If 
necessary. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhfT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  proposed  installation  of  measuring  devices  is  part  of  an  overall  plan  to  rehabilitate  and 
provide  water  use  monitoring  of  the  entire  Chinook  Division  Irrigation  Association  and  Milk  River  basin 
irrigation  system.  The  irrigation  association  has  worked  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  develop 
rehabilitation  and  monitoring  plans  for  the  irrigation  association  system. 

The  Chinook  Division  Irrigation  Association  is  comprised  of  five  in-igation  districts  located  in 
northcentral  Montana.  Water  from  the  Milk  River  is  diverted  to  irrigate  37,273  acres.  At  two  of  the 
association's  headwork  sites,  acoustic  velocity  flow  measurement  equipment  will  be  installed  on  existing 
siphons.  At  one  site,  a  parshall  flume  will  be  constructed  in  a  main  canal  and  acoustic  velocity  flow 
measurement  equipment  will  be  installed.  At  a  second  site,  a  parshall  flume  will  be  constructed  in  a 
smaller  canal,  and  shaft  encoder  and  float  device  flow  measurement  equipment  will  be  installed.  At  four 
of  the  sites,  telemetry  equipment  will  be  installed  in  conjunction  with  the  flow  measurement  devices. 

At  the  last  site,  which  involves  two  pump  sites  that  divert  to  one  irrigation  district,  telemetry 
equipment  will  be  installed  on  the  pump  motors  to  monitor  the  operation  time.   Flow  measurements  will 
be  calculated  in  conjunction  with  the  pump  rating.   From  all  the  sites,  flow  measurement  data  will  be 
recorded  at  a  remote  recording  site.  According  to  the  application,  these  records  will  be  used  to  manage 
the  irrigation  system  operation  to  provide  efficient  water  use  and  water  right  verification.  The  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  will  coordinate  efforts  with  the  in-igation  association  to  retrieve  and  compile  the  flow 
measurement  data,  which  will  be  available  to  all  Milk  River  basin  irrigation  districts  for  their  management 
use. 

The  Chinook  Division  Irrigation  Association  submitted  another  grant  application  this  year  for 
$100,000  to  repair  a  diversion  dam  in  its  water  system.  DNRC  previously  awarded  two  grants  to  the 
association  to  fund  other  portions  of  the  overall  system  rehabilitation:  a  $100,000  Water  Development 
grant  and  a  $300,000  Reclamation  and  Development  grant. 


RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENTT 

The  proposed  project's  total  cost  is  $144,693.  The  Chinook  Division  Irrigation  Association's 
$100,000  grant  request  includes  $56,380  for  equipment,  $14,520  for  labor,  $12,114  for  materials,  $500  for 
travel,  $2,653  for  materials  transportation  and  for  excavation,  and  $13,833  for  contingencies.  The 
association  will  contribute  $10,900  for  salaries  and  benefits,  $2,300  for  travel,  $700  for  supplies,  $30,446 
for  contracting  costs,  and  $347  for  materials  transportation  and  for  excavation.  The  price  of  the  shaft 
encoder  and  float  device  equipment  ($1 ,045)  for  one  headworks  site  inadvertently  was  omitted,  but  can 
136  paid  from  the  contingency  amount. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  would  Indirectly  support  State  Water  Plan  objectives  by  providing  water 
use  data  to  help  with  more  efficient  water  use  management.  The  project  will  promote  improved  water 
use  and  increased  water  conservation.  The  project  also  involves  family-owned  farms. 

According  to  the  application,  the  project  will  cause  less  water  to  be  diverted  from  the  river, 
which  could  help  resolve  Indian  or  federal  reserved  water  rights  in  the  tiasin.   No  quantity  is  indicated, 
however,  to  help  determine  whether  this  amount  will  be  significant.   Decreased  diversions  will  depend  on 
the  data's  use  in  system  management. 

Some  water  also  should  be  conserved  through  proper  use  of  the  data  for  system  management. 

No  public  support  is  documented  in  the  application,  but  the  project  is  part  of  a  major 
Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  program  that  may  involve  federal  funding.  The  project  will  provide 
measurable,  ongoing  benefits  that  could  affect  all  water  users  in  the  Milk  River  basin. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

No  major  disturbances  to  the  environment  are  likely  to  be  caused  by  this  project.  The  project 
will  produce  only  local  disturbances,  mostly  at  the  two  sites  where  parshall  flumes  will  be  constructed. 
Unless  a  change  in  the  project  plans  indicates  any  additional  disturbances,  no  further  review  is  required, 
if  additional  disturbances  are  indicated,  however,  an  environmental  checklist  would  be  required. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenue  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payt)ack  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.  DNRC  recommends  a  $36,173  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $63,827.   DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured.  The  scope  of  work  must  include  a  detailed  plan  of  how  the 
measurement  data  will  be  used  in  the  system's  operation  to  provide  more  efficient  water  use.  Original 
specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  U.S.  Soil 
Conservation  Service  before  any  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the 
project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment. 
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If  gtBnt  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $100,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

PROJECT  NO.  24 

APPUCAMT  NAME  UBERTY  COUNTY  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Sweetgrass  Hills  -  East  Butte  Groundwater  Evaluation 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  3,900  (Uberty  County  Conservation  District) 

$  38,347  (Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 42.247 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $100,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  Sweetgrass  Hills  in  northwestem  Montana  are  Tertiary  intrusive  geologic  structures  that  have 
domed  up  the  surrounding  sedimentary  formations,  thereby  exposing  nnany  of  Montana's  predominant 
aquifers.  This  ground  surface  exposure  causes  the  area  to  be  used  as  a  major  recharge  area  for 
aquifers  in  the  Judith  River,  Eagle,  Kootenai,  Morrison,  and  Madison  formations.  In  addition,  the 
Sweetgrass  Hills  blocked  the  southem  migration  of  glacial  ice  that  produced  a  number  of  glacial 
outwash  deposits  in  and  around  the  hills.  These  outwash  deposits  are  relatively  shallow,  surficial 
aquifers  that  supply  drinking  water  to  many  private  and  community  water  systems. 

Numerous  complaints  have  been  made  that  water  quality  in  the  shallow  glacial  outwash  deposits 
that  serve  as  a  domestic  water  supply  is  steadily  degrading.  Shallow  aquifer  salinization  is  the  most 
noticeable  problem.   Numerous  saline  seeps  have  been  detected,  and  ground  surface  contamination 
with  brine  has  t>een  noted  because  of  infrastructure  failures  associated  with  oil-field  activities. 

The  project  proposed  by  the  Liberty  County  Conservation  District  will  identify  and  map  existing 
wells,  springs,  and  streams  located  in  the  study  area.   Inorganic  water  samples  also  will  be  collected  and 
analyzed  for  selected  wells  and  springs  in  the  East  Butte  area  and  approximately  10  sites  within  a  mile  of 
the  Sweetgrass  Hills'  western  portion.  A  professional  hydrogeologist  will  direct  the  data  collection  and 
interpretation  to  assess  the  extent  of  shallow  groundwater  contamination  in  the  study  area  and  to 
provide  information  necessary  for  resource  planning,  development,  and  focus  for  future  needs.  The 
Analytical  Division  of  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology  (MBMG)  will  perfomn  the  chemical 
water  analyses. 

The  project  will  last  24  months  and  begin  during  the  fall  of  1993,  or  at  whatever  point  funds 
become  available. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

According  to  the  project  proposal,  citizens  in  the  study  area  beiieve  that  groundwater  quality 
and  quantity  have  diminished  because  of  problems  with  petroleum  and  mining  industry  development, 
deep  well  brine  injection,  pesticide  migration  to  groundwater,  and  poor  agricultural  practices.  As  typical 
in  Montana's  remote  areas,  little  or  no  information  is  available  to  substantiate  these  beliefs.  The 
proposed  study  would  provide  baseline  data  for  future  comparisons,  nor  attempting  to  identify  specific 
pollution  sources,  and  for  recommending  abatement  measures  for  activities  identified  as  groundwater 
degradation  sources. 

The  proposed  approach  includes  the  essential  elements  of  a  general  groundwater  assessment, 
such  as  conducting  a  literature  review,  making  an  inventory  of  the  study  area's  oil  and  water  wells  and 
springs,  and  conducting  chemical  sampling  and  analyses  on  groundwater  samples.  Also,  glacial 
outwash  channels,  saline  seep  areas,  salinization  areas  from  oil  and  gas  activities,  and  areas  disturbed 
by  mining  exploration  would  be  identified  and  mapped.  Using  this  approach  would  produce  baseline 
data  for  the  area  and  perhaps  identify  problem  areas  and  pollution  sources. 

This  project's  goals  are  similar  to  those  of  a  groundwater  assessment  under  Senate  Bill  94, 
although  this  project  would  focus  more  on  a  specific  area.  The  project  should  be  coordinated  with  the 
MBMG's  Senate  Bill  94  studies,  however.   Other  than  that,  the  project's  costs  and  administrative 
coordination  appear  reasonable. 

RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

Matching  funds  from  the  MBMG  and  the  Liberty  County  Conservation  District  would  contribute 
about  30  percent  toward  the  project's  budget.  Seventy-five  percent  of  DNRC's  funds  would  cover 
laboratory  costs,  hydrologist  salaries,  and  graduate  student  salaries.  The  amount  designated  for 
groundwater  sampling  and  analysis  has  been  estimated  and,  based  on  the  project  proposal,  determining 
whether  this  amount  is  adequate  or  excessive  is  virtually  impossible.  As  the  project  proceeds,  the 
MBMG  will  adjust  the  number  and  types  of  samples  collected  and  the  number  of  analyses  performed. 
Notably,  this  project  is  one  for  which  Resource  Indemnity  Trust  funds  would  address  mining-  and 
petroleum-related  problems. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  study  would  provide  a  significant  information  source  for  water  resource  management  or 
protection.  The  project  has  received  local  support  and  would  benefit  local  residents. 

ENVIRONMENTTAL  ASSESSMENT 

This  study's  adverse  effects  would  be  limited  to  those  from  activities  associated  with  field 
collection  and  laboratory  analysis  of  water  samples  gathered  from  existing  wells.  The  proposed 
methods  that  use  standard  sample-gathering  and  testing  procedures  would  limit  the  potential  of  adverse 
impacts  to  minor  levels.  The  results  of  this  study  alone  are  not  expected  to  produce  any  indirect  or 
cumulative  effects  unless  actions  are  taken  to  address  pollution  problems  identified  in  the  study. 


However,  information  gathered  would  provide  additional  data  for  determining  long-term,  water  quality 
changes  in  the  area's  groundwater.   Information  for  the  study  should  be  coordinated  and  collected 
simultaneously  with  the  study  funded  under  the  Montana  Groundwater  Assessment  Act. 

In  developing  a  grant  agreement  for  this  project,  DNRC  would  prepare  a  checklist  if  the 
proposed  project's  scope  is  amended  in  any  way  that  would  create  potential  adverse  impacts  beyond 
those  previously  described.  A  checklist  also  would  be  prepared  to  reconsider  impacts  before  any 
change  of  approach  is  undertaken. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured.   University  indirect  costs  and  university  salaries  included  in 
legislatively  approved  university  budgets  and  authorized  in  a  1994-95  appropriations  bill  shall  not  be 
reimbursed  with  grant  funds.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in 
the  grant  amount. 


PROJECT  NO.  25 


APPUCANT  NAME 


CUSTER  COUNTY 


PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUNT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 


Recycling  Project 

$18,900  GRANT 

$  3,200*  (Project  Sponsor) 

$37,050  (Eastem  Montana  Industries) 

$57,150 


AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 


$  4.725  GRANT 


*The  applicant  has  increased  the  county's  funding  commitment  by  $2,000.  It  is  unclear  whether  costs 
will  be  increased  or  the  grant  request  decreased. 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  project  is  to  reduce  landfill  use  in  Custer  County  and  surrounding 
communities.  As  regulations  that  govern  landfills  become  more  stringent,  Custer  County  wants  to 
develop  a  comprehensive  recycling  program  to  reduce  the  flow  of  recyclable  material  into  the  county 
landfill.  The  county  believes  that  this  type  of  project  can  serve  as  a  demonstration  model  for  other 
Montana  communities. 

While  confident  that  the  recycling  program  will  prove  self-supporting  once  it  begins  operating, 
the  county  is  requesting  funding  to  purchase  some  of  the  machinery  needed  to  develop  the  program. 
The  actual  recycling  project  will  be  operated  by  Eastem  Montana  Industries,  a  nonprofit  corporation  that 
provides  sen/ices  to  disabled  individuals.  This  corporation  has  provided  recycling  sen/ices  to  the  Miles 
City  area  for  more  than  15  years.   It  needs  to  upgrade  its  equipment,  however,  to  meet  the  demand  of 
recycling  additional  waste  products. 
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The  project  has  received  widespread  community  support,  which  the  joint  effort  behind  this 
proposal  exemplifies.  Along  with  grant  administration  by  the  county  and  program  operation  by  the 
sheltered  workshop,  an  active  citizens  group  (Citizens  for  Recycling)  will  continue  its  public  education 
and  fundraising  efforts  that  focus  on  recycling. 

Materials  targeted  for  recycling  from  the  landfill  include  newsprint,  plastic,  glass,  and  cardboard, 
all  items  generally  deemed  only  marginally  profitable  to  recycle.  Equipment  requests  are  being  made  for 
a  larger  baler  and  a  used  forklift. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  project  sponsor  first  submitted  an  application  for  funding  in  1990.   Since  then,  funds  were 
raised  to  purchase  a  glass  crusher,  and  a  community  recycling  drop  was  constructed.   In  Its  current 
application,  the  project  sponsor  is  requesting  funds  to  purchase  a  baler  for  plastics  and  cardboard,  and 
a  forklift  to  handle  the  bales. 

While  other  communities  struggle  to  pay  for  the  labor  used  to  handle  recycled  materials.  Miles 
City  has  benefitted  from  the  recycling  role  that  Eastern  Montana  Industries  has  played  throughout  the 
past  15  years.   However,  more  equipment  is  needed  to  handle  the  volume  of  materials  now  being 
recycled.  As  with  other  local  governments,  Custer  County  has  looked  toward  recycling  as  a  promising 
way  to  extend  the  life  of  the  local  landfill.  Under  current  federal  regulations,  the  cost  to  site  a  new 
landfill  when  the  existing  landfill  meets  capacity  is  extreme. 

Custer  County  relies  on  Eastern  Montana  Industries  to  handle  and  process  the  community's 
recycled  materials.  As  a  result,  social  service  funds  provide  multiple  benefits  to  the  community.  The 
county's  approach  toward  recycling  merits  recognition  as  a  viable  alternative.  The  funds  requested  will 
provide  a  baler  that  can  handle  and  load  larger  tiales,  which  will  place  more  value  on  materials  at  the 
local  level  and  thereby  increase  profits. 

The  project  is  supported  by  limited  technical  documentation,  and  no  evidence  is  presented  to 
indicate  that  the  county  has  undertaken  any  waste  management  planning  or  assessment  to  determine 
long-range  goals.  No  description  of  the  physical  plant,  floor  plan,  or  other  evidence  of  the  site's 
suitability  is  provided,  and  the  revenue  increase  expected  from  the  proposed  baler's  operation  is  not 
estimated.  The  cost  of  the  used  forklift-estimated  at  $10,000--is  neither  documented  nor  justified. 

Custer  County  could  benefit  from  the  project  and  should  consider  recycling  revenue  as  a 
potential  funding  source  for  continued  expansion  of  its  recycling  facilities.  A  long-term  agreement 
should  be  executed  between  Eastem  Montana  Industries  and  the  county  to  ensure  that  recycling  efforts 
will  continue  to  expand  to  meet  a  growing  need. 

The  proposal  submitted  by  Custer  County  lacks  support  from  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences  and  the  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services.  However,  good 
coordination  exists  between  the  county  and  Eastern  Montana  Industries.  A  broader  planning  effort  with 
long-term  goals  would  have  provided  additional  documentation  to  support  the  project.  Also,  the  budget 
submitted  for  equipment  was  neither  adequately  documented  nor  supported. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

Although  matching  funds  for  salaries  and  operations  are  listed,  these  would  be  spent  whether 
the  project  was  funded  and  whether  new  equipment  was  purchased.  Thus,  the  project  essentially 
represents  an  equipment  purchase  and  administration  of  the  contract. 
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The  proposal's  $57,150  budget  includes  current  operating  costs  of  $37,050.  The  remaining 
$20,100  includes  $1,200  for  administration  and  $18,900  for  equipment.  Costs  listed  in  the  grant  request 
include  $16,900  to  purchase  new  and  used  equipment. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currentiy  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  county  will  benefit  from  the  project  by  being  able  to  manage  a  higher  volume  of  recycled 
materials.   Recycling  local  materials  will  bring  in  revenue  and  help  prolong  the  life  of  the  county's  landfill. 
Recycling  materials  from  other  communities  also  will  provide  revenue  to  Custer  County  and  help  those 
communities  preserve  their  valuable  landfill  areas. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project  will  not  directly  cause  any  increase  of  adverse  or  beneficial  effects  beyond 
those  now  taking  place.  An  increased  interest  in  recycling  would  indirectly  and  cumulatively  provide 
beneficial  impacts  by  reducing  the  demands  on  Custer  County's  landfill  and  surrounding  county  landfills. 
If  the  project  develops  into  a  regional  recycling  and  transfer  station,  adverse  impacts  may  result.   In 
developing  a  grant  agreement  for  the  project,  DNRC  would  complete  an  environmental  checklist  to 
determine  whether  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences'  Solid  and  Hazardous  Waste 
Bureau  would  have  to  review  or  approve  the  project  as  an  area  recycling  transfer  station.   If  warranted, 
an  environmental  assessment  should  be  conducted  before  any  funding  was  awarded  to  determine  the 
role  this  project  would  play  in  long-range  solutions  to  the  area's  solid  waste  management  problems.   If 
the  review  Is  made,  the  public  would  be  given  the  opportunity  to  comment  before  the  project  was 
implemented. 

If  the  proposed  project's  scope  is  amended  in  any  way,  the  potential  for  adverse  environmental 
effects  will  be  reconsidered  before  any  change  of  approach  is  undertaken. 


RECOMMENDATION 

The  project's  total  cost  of  $57,150  is  calculated  by  using  the  annual  cost  of  recycling  materials 
at  this  site.   Supervision  and  salaries,  site,  and  other  expenses  are  considered  normal  operating  costs. 
This  project  proposes  to  purchase  equipment  to  make  the  program's  operation  more  profitable. 
Therefore,  the  project's  cost  is  considered  to  be  $20,100,  including  $18,900  for  equipment  and  $1,200  for 
grant  and  loan  administration.  Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenue  to 
recover  the  project's  cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for 
only  25  percent  of  the  project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.  DNRC  recommends  a  $4,725  grant. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  Montana 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  requirements.  Any  outstanding  MEPA  requirements  shall  be  stipulated 
in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work. 


.» 
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PROJECT  NO.  26 

APPUCANT  NAME  TOWN  OF  CIRCLE 

PROJECT  NAME  Municipal  Water  Quality  Improvement  Project 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $40,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  None 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $40,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $15,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  project  is  being  proposed  by  the  town  of  Circle  to  reduce  fluoride  and  sodium  levels  in  the 
municipal  water  system. 

Circle  has  a  current  population  of  805  people.   Its  municipal  water  supply  is  served  by  two  deep 
water  wells  placed  in  the  Fox  Hill  Sands  geologic  formation.  The  water  from  Fox  Hill  Sands  contains 
high  levels  of  fluoride,  about  twice  the  limit  allowed  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences'  Water  Quality  Bureau.  The  water  also  shows  a  high  sodium  and  solids  content. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Because  the  two  deep  wells  produce  water  with  high  fluoride  levels  (approximately  twice  the 
acceptable  limit  allowed  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences'  Water  Quality 
Bureau).   Monitoring  and  testing  the  wells  are  continuing.  The  water  quantity  now  available  appears 
sufficient  for  the  town's  needs. 

A  preliminary  engineering  study  by  Interstate  Engineering,  Inc.  in  1988  evaluated  two  options: 
lime  softening  ($700,000)  and  reverse  osmosis  ($200,000).  Circle  considered  both  options  too  costly  to 
undertake  and  has  been  pursuing  other  options  and  pricing  with  equipment  suppliers. 

Several  small  private  system  "pilot  plants"  have  been  evaluated  by  the  town's  personnel.  The 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  indicated  that  private  treatment  systems  are  not 
recommended  because  the  total  fluoridation  treatment  is  unreliable.  The  EPA  has  asked  treatment 
system  suppliers  to  set  up  trial  community  water  treatment  systems  in  small  communities  similar  to 
Circle  at  no  cost  to  local  municipalities.  Circle  would  agree  to  participate  if  the  option  were  offered.  In 
1991,  a  similar  option  was  offered  to  the  community  of  Neihart,  but  the  participating  supplier  selected  by 
the  EPA  for  that  community  withdrew.  The  EPA  offered  no  further  assistance  and,  after  a  significant 
delay,  Neihart  was  left  to  pursue  other  options. 

The  feasibility  study's  goal  is  to  compare  the  two  options  that  have  been  addressed,  document 
others,  and  make  a  final  recommendation  based  on  costs  versus  benefits. 

The  project  proposal  prematurely  discusses  the  project's  final  design  and  construction  phases. 
Until  the  feasibility  study  has  been  completed  and  reviewed  by  Circle,  these  phases  cannot  be 
addressed  adequately. 
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The  alternative  selected  will  solve  the  high  fluoride  problem  and  meet  the  proposal's  needs, 
goals,  and  objectives.  The  feasibility  study  will  provide  the  technical  documentation  and  justification 
needed  to  proceed  with  funding  acquisition,  final  design,  and  construction  of  the  project. 

All  parties  directly  involved  with  the  project  have  been  identified  and  are  aware  of  the  proposed 
feasibility  study.  The  study  should  address  pipeline  easements,  wastewater  treatment,  and  water 
treatment  facility  sighting. 

The  $40,000  grant  request  is  being  made  for  final  engineering  and  a  feasibility  study.  This 
proposal,  however,  addresses  only  the  feasibility  study.  A  3  to  5  percent  versus  10  percent  proportion 
grant  seems  more  reasonable  (3%  to  5%  x  $400,000  =  $12,000  to  $20,000). 

The  five-month  time  frame  suggested  for  gathering  data  and  evaluating  options  appears 
excessive.  Three  months  would  seem  more  reasonable. 

Funding  delays  will  not  appreciably  increase  feasibility  study  costs.   However,  any  delays  will 
dramatically  affect  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences'  enforcement  of  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act  violations  associated  with  this  project,  along  with  the  town's  health  and  safety. 

The  feasibility  study  will  develop  a  cost-versus-benefit  analysis  of  the  options  considered  as 
reasonable.   Documenting  the  problem  and  complying  with  legal  requirements  are  the  study's  goals. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENTT 

This  proposal  requests  a  $40,000  DNRC  grant.  The  money  would  be  used  to  fund  a  feasibility 
study  and  a  cost-versus-benefit  comparison  study  of  available  treatment  alternatives  to  reduce  fluoride 
levels  in  the  town's  drinking  water. 

A  1988  preliminary  engineering  report  studied  two  alternatives:  lime  softening  ($700,000)  and 
reverse  osmosis  ($200,000).  Both  were  considered  too  expensive  by  Circle,  and  this  study  will  select  a 
final  alternative  that  is  feasible  and  affordable  through  increased  user  rates. 

The  DNRC  grant  would  provide  the  funding  needed  to  achieve  the  full  benefits  claimed  in  the 
proposal.   No  other  sources  have  been  identified  to  fund  the  feasibility  study. 

Final  engineering  and  construction  funding  would  be  funded  through  grants  and  low-interest 
loans.   Potential  construction  funds  are  available  at  both  state  and  federal  levels  for  project 
implementation. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  feasibility  study  will  serve  as  the  first  step  toward  making  overall  improvements 
are  needed  to  provide  Circle  with  drinking  water  that  meets  current  standards.  This  management 
document  will  provide  future  improvement  and  reclamation  of  the  town's  well  water. 
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The  proposal  documents  strong  support  from  the  public  and  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences'  Water  Quality  Bureau  to  resolve  the  town's  fluoride  problems. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposal  is  requesting  a  feasibility  study  only,  and  no  adverse  environmental  effects  are 
anticipated  during  this  phase  of  the  project. 

The  environmental  assessment  checl<list  did  not  indicate  "adverse  or  beneficial"  impacts  for  each 
Item.  Any  environmental  effects  that  may  be  caused  either  during  or  following  construction  should  be 
addressed  during  the  treatment  facility's  final  design  and  location. 


RECOMMENDATION 

A  $15,000  grant  is  recommended  for  the  feasibility  study  Identified  In  the  project  proposal.  The 
request  for  design  funds  shall  not  be  satisfied  because  actual  design  costs  cannot  be  estimated  until  the 
feasibility  study  is  completed.  Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a 
budget,  and  after  matching  funds  have  been  secured.   DNRC  would  require  the  feasibility  study  to 
evaluate  any  adverse  effects  that  would  be  caused  by  construction  of  the  treatment  options  considered. 
Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  worl<  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  In  the  grant  amount. 

PROJECT  NO.  27 


APPUCANT  NAME  EASTERN  SANDERS  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Accelerated  Soil  Survey  on  Forest  Lands 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $  99,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $246,000  (Soil  Conservation  Service) 

$  1 ,000  (Eastem  Sanders  Conservation  District) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $346,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $  99.000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  purpose  of  this  grant  request  is  to  accelerate  the  progressive  Sanders  County  area  soil 
survey-encompassing  parts  of  Sanders,  Lincoln,  and  Flathead  counties-and  to  provide  on-site,  basic 
soil  services  in  those  counties.  The  progressive  soil  survey  is  about  66  percent  complete.  At  present 
staffing  levels,  however,  nearly  six  years  would  be  needed  to  finish  the  soil  survey.  Soil  information  is 
necessary  for  soil  and  water  conservation  planning  and  water  quality  planning.   It  also  helps  prevent 
costly  land  management  and  development  decisions.  From  1987  until  1990,  statewide  priorities  for  soil 
surveys  were  directed  toward  the  state's  croplands-mostly  central  and  eastern~and  away  from  western 
Montana's  fragile  forest  lands  and  rangelands.  After  the  1985  Food  Security  Act's  deadline  was  met.  Soil 
Conservation  Service  (SCS)  federal  funding  for  a  soil  survey  in  Montana  dramatically  decreased, 
inhibiting  any  shift  in  soil  survey  priorities  to  western  Montana. 
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The  primary  objective  of  this  request  is  a  staff  increase  of  two  soil  scientists  to  worl<  with  the 
local  SCS  soil  survey  party.  The  SCS  would  provide  the  soil  scientists  with  training,  field  equipment, 
office  space,  travel  expenses,  and  general  administrative  support,  and  the  Eastern  Sanders  Conservation 
District  would  provide  clerical  services.   Completion  of  the  project  will  allow  an  additional  120,000  acres 
to  be  soil-surveyed  over  two  years. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

This  application  proposes  to  complete  the  Sanders  County  area  soil  survey,  which  encompasses 
parts  of  Sanders,  Lincoln,  and  Flathead  counties.    To  date,  soil  survey  work  has  been  completed  for 
nearly  66  percent  of  the  area.  With  current  staff  and  funding,  the  SCS  expects  to  finish  the  remaining  34 
percent  (about  316,500  acres)  by  1998.  The  information  gathered  during  the  soil  survey  is  used  to  make 
management  decisions  on  water  quality,  soils,  vegetation,  land  management,  and  land  development 
issues. 

Federal  funding  for  soil  surveys  has  been  sharply  reduced,  and  most  of  the  surveys  have  been 
concentrated  in  cropland  areas.  As  a  result,  mapping  western  Montana's  forest  lands  and  rangelands 
has  been  inhibited. 

If  funded,  the  project  will  increase  Soil  Conservation  Service  staff  by  two  soil  scientists  to 
provide  on-site,  basic  soil  services  on  private  land  at  the  request  of  the  Eastern  Sanders  Conservation 
District.   By  adding  the  soil  scientists,  the  project  area's  soil  survey  will  be  completed  within  two  years 
after  funding  is  received  as  opposed  to  the  projected  completion  date  of  1998.  The  SCS  will  train  these 
employees  and  cover  any  expenses  incurred  during  the  soil  surveys. 

Along  with  overseeing  the  project  and  providing  a  project  manager,  the  SCS  will  provide  training 
and  equipment  for  the  two  requested  staff  members. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMEm- 

The  project's  total  cost  is  estimated  at  $346,000,  and  the  Eastern  Sanders  Conservation  District 
is  requesting  a  $99,000  grant-the  district  has  designated  $1 ,000  for  the  project.  The  SCS  will  use  funds 
currently  budgeted  for  the  soil  survey  in  this  area  to  provide  $246,000  of  in-kind  services  for  training  and 
project  management  and  for  expenses  incurred  during  the  soil  surveys.   Grant  funds  up  to  $99,000  will 
be  used  for  salaries. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  completed  soil  survey  will  provide  many  benefits  to  the  people  who  make  management 
decisions  in  the  study  area.  The  soil  survey  information  will  be  used  to  assess  soils,  water  quality, 
vegetation,  land  management,  and  land  development  issues  in  the  study  area.  The  information  also  will 
allow  better  management  decisions  to  be  made  on  these  issues  that,  in  turn,  should  benefit  everyone 
who  lives  within  the  study  area.  The  demand  for  this  information  is  exemplified  by  the  more  than  1 8,000 
requests  the  SCS  has  received  for  soil  information  in  the  study  area  since  1984. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project  would  cause  minor,  adverse  environmental  impacts.  Siiort-term  effects 
would  be  associated  with  field  investigations  to  determine  soil  types  and  depths.  Most  of  the  project's 
beneficial  effects  would  be  indirect  and  cumulative  if  the  developed  information  is  used  to  make  more 
informed  resource  management  and  development  decisions  on  public  and  private  land  in  the  study  area. 
The  extent  to  which  beneficial  or  adverse  impacts  would  take  place  as  a  result  of  these  later  decisions 
cannot  reasonably  be  measured  at  this  time. 

DNRC  would  develop  a  checklist  as  part  of  the  grant  agreement  to  confirm  the  project's 
expected  impact  level.  If  the  proposed  project's  scope  is  amended  in  any  way,  the  potential  for  adverse 
impacts  will  be  reconsidered  before  any  change  of  approach  is  undertaken. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Sufficient  funds  are  now  available  to  complete  soil  survey  work  in  the  designated  area  by  1998. 
The  applicant  expects  grant  funding  to  shorten  the  project's  schedule  and  indicates  that  work  will  be 
completed  within  two  years  after  funding  is  received.  Any  DNRC  funds  authorized  in  1993  will  become 
available  sometime  after  July  1993  but  may  not  become  available  for  lower-ranked  projects  until  1995. 
Taking  into  consideration  the  proposed  project's  two-year  duration,  along  with  a  potential  funding  delay 
until  1995,  the  project  would  be  completed  in  1997,  only  a  year  earlier  than  now  projected.  Thus,  less 
funding  may  be  needed  to  reach  the  1997  completion  date.  The  SCS  should  continue  its  soil  survey 
work  in  the  area  and  make  related  expenditures  adhering  to  the  current  schedule.   DNRC  will  provide 
grant  funding  up  to  $99,000  with  consideration  given  to  the  project's  scope  and  time  line  at  the  time 
grant  funding  becomes  available. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional 
reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 
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PROJECT  NO.  28 


APPUCANT  NAME  MONTANA  INSTITUTE  OF  TOURISM  AND 

RECREATION  RESEARCH 

PROJECT  NAME  Study  of  Tourism  Impacts  and  Community  Quality  of 

Life 

AMOUhTT  REQUESTED  $42,593  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  None 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $42,593 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $35,494  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Montana's  tourism  industry  is  steadily  growing  and  serves  as  an  integral  component  of  the 
state's  economic  health.   Seeing  tourism  as  a  means  of  economic  revitalization  or  development,  many 
communities  have  attempted  to  develop  and  promote  tourism  in  their  areas.  Communities  must 
consider  both  the  positive  and  negative  effects  of  tourism,  however,  before  they  begin  any  development. 
Anticipating  impacts  so  that  a  community's  "quality  of  life"  can  be  maintained  or  enhanced  also  is 
essential.  This  type  of  information  allows  communities  to  make  more  educated  choices  about  the  levels 
and  types  of  tourism  they  desire. 

The  project's  goals  are  to  (1)  determine  tourism's  positive  and  negative  effects  on  Montana 
communities,  and  (2)  examine  tourism's  influence  on  objective  measures  of  a  community's  quality  of  life. 
The  information  gained  from  this  study  will  help  communities  consider  tourism's  probable  impacts. 
Obtaining  this  information  immediately  is  important  so  that  a  community  can  use  it  early  in  its  tourism 
development  process.  Using  the  information  at  an  early  stage  can  enhance  tourism's  positive  effects 
and  reduce  negative  impacts.  Without  this  knowledge  at  hand,  communities  may  not  realize  tourism's 
potential  benefits  and  instead  experience  its  negative,  unexpected  impacts. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Montana's  tourism  industry  is  an  integral  component  of  the  state's  economy.  Recent  studies 
show  that  nonresident  tourism  is  growing  steadily  while  growth  in  other  industries  either  has  stabilized  or 
declined.  As  more  communities  look  toward  tourism  for  economic  revitalization  or  development,  they 
must  consider  both  the  positive  and  negative  effects  of  tourism  and  its  potential  effects  on  their 
communities'  quality  of  life. 

This  study  proposes  to  (1)  detemnine  tourism's  positive  and  negative  effects  on  Montana's 
communities;  and  (2)  examine  tourism's  influence  on  objective  measures  of  a  community's  quality  of  life. 
To  achieve  the  first  goal,  in-depth  interviews  will  be  conducted  with  key  tourism  informants  in  six 
Montana  communities.  Targeted  communities  will  be  selected  for  their  amount  of  tourism  development, 
and  differences  between  the  predicted  and  actual  consequences  of  tourism  development  will  be 
determined.  To  achieve  the  second  goal,  differences  will  be  analyzed  between  objective  quality  of  life 
indicators-e.g.,  population  characteristics,  economic  conditions,  and  crime  rates-and  levels  of  tourism 
development  based  on  accommodation  tax  revenue. 
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Two  other  technical  alternatives  also  were  evaluated  to  achieve  the  study's  first  goal:   survey 
techniques  and  focus  group  techniques.  While  both  techniques  have  benefits  and  drawbacks,  the 
advantages  gained  by  in-depth  interviews  outweighed  any  benefits  the  other  approaches  would  provide. 
For  the  study's  second  goal,  analyzing  secondary  data  for  quality  of  life  indicators  was  determined  to 
address  research  questions  adequately  and  prove  much  more  cost-effective  than  collecting  primary  data. 

The  application  does  not  evaluate  how  effectively  Montana  communities  will  use  and  incorporate 
the  project  results  into  their  individual  tourism  development  plans. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project's  cost  is  estimated  at  $42,592,  and  grant  funds  are  requested  from  DNRC  for  the 
total  amount.  The  money  would  be  used  to  pay  $31,330  in  salaries  and  benefits,  $3,164  in  travel  costs, 
$1 ,000  in  other  associated  costs,  and  University  of  Montana-determined  overhead  of  $7,099  (20  percent 
of  $35,494). 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  In  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

While  the  proposed  research  study  would  not  provide  tangible  benefits,  it  would  make 
information  on  tourism  development's  effects  available  to  Montana  communities.   By  enabling 
communities  to  better  develop  and  manage  tourism  growth,  this  study  invests  in  a  renewable  resource 
to  help  preserve  the  state's  natural  heritage.  Communities  now  dependent  on  declining,  nonrenewable 
resource  industries  would  realize  the  added  benefits  of  improved  economic  stability  and  growth  following 
beneficial  tourism  development. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  research  study  is  not  expected  to  cause  any  significant,  adverse  environmental 


RECOMMENDATION 

University  indirect  costs  of  $7,099  and  university  salaries  included  in  legislatively  approved 
university  budgets  and  authorized  in  a  1994-95  appropriations  bill  shall  not  be  reimbursed  with  grant 
funds.   DNRC  recommends  funding  of  $35,494  for  this  project. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional 
reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 
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PROJECT  NO.  29 

APPUCANT  NAME  TOWN  OF  HOT  SPRINGS 

PROJECT  NAME  Camas  Therapy  Center 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $   100.000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $    50,000  (Hot  Springs  Swimming  Pool  Fund) 

$  300,000  (Community  Development  Block  Grant) 
$  900,000  (Economic  Development  Administration) 
$  700,000  (Federal  Home  Administration/Small 
Business  Administration) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $2,050,000 

AMOUNTT  RECOMMENDED  $   100,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Tlie  citizens  of  Hot  Springs,  Montana,  will  rebuild  the  abandoned  Tribal  Bathhouse  into  a 
modem,  hot  water  therapy  center.  The  Camas  Therapy  Center  will  offer  physical  rehabilitation,  therapy 
programs,  and  health  care  through  the  use  of  hot  mineral  water  and  related,  medically  approved 
disciplines. 

The  center  will  provide  about  100  full-time  jobs  within  the  community  of  Hot  Springs  located  in 
Sanders  County,  where  unemployment  averaged  more  than  16  percent  during  1991.  The  center  also  will 
provide  a  health  care  facility  greatly  needed  throughout  the  region. 

More  than  50  gallons  per  minute  (gpm)  of  hot  mineral  water  currently  flow  down  a  ditch  and 
serve  no  purpose.  This  water  will  be  used  to  help  with  healing  illnesses  and  injuries.  The  water  then  will 
be  recycled  and  used  for  maintaining  a  6.78-acre  park  that  sun-ounds  the  facility.  Modem  geothermal 
and  solar  technology  will  be  used  to  heat  and  cool  the  building. 

This  project  enjoys  support  from  the  town  of  Hot  Springs  and  county,  tribal,  state,  and  federal 
officials.  The  community  sees  the  project  as  its  own  solution  to  unemployment  and  the  lack  of  health 
care  as  opposed  to  a  solution  imposed  upon  the  town  by  others. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  town  of  Hot  Springs  has  sought  local  economic  development  avenues  since  the  Tribal 
Bathhouse  closed  in  1985,  since  Bonneville  Power  Administration  personnel  were  transferred  from  Hot 
Springs  to  Kalispell  In  1990,  and  since  the  area's  lumber  mills  were  closed.  CAM  Redevelopment 
Corporation  (a  nonprofit  corporation  formed  by  community  leaders)  is  cooperating  with  Hot  Springs  to 
rebuild  the  bathhouse  facility  into  a  modern  therapy  center.   CAM  Redevelopment  currently  leases  the 
bathhouse  and  grounds  from  the  Confederated  Salish-Kootenai  tribes. 

Grant  money  from  the  Economic  Development  Administration  paid  for  a  feasibility  study  to  help 
determine  whether  reviving  the  resort  was  the  best  alternative  for  revitalizing  the  area's  economy.  The 
study's  conclusions  indicated  that  renovating  the  resort  was  consistent  with  community  goals  and  was 
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advisable  and  viable,  with  certain  qualifications.  These  focused  on  resolving  water  allocation  issues  with 
an  adjacent  landowner  and  on  the  continued  willingness  of  the  Tribal  Council  and  Hot  Springs  to  work 
together.  The  water  allocation  issue  has  been  resolved  by  issuing  a  revokable  water  permit  for  39,600 
gallons  per  day  (27.5  gallons  per  minute)  to  be  used  by  CAM  Redevelopment  Corporation  for  the 
therapy  center.  Annexing  the  bathhouse  grounds  by  the  town  of  Hot  Springs  still  is  being  pursued. 

Supporting  studies  for  renovating  the  resort  include  an  architectural  feasibility  study,  a 
preliminary  engineering  report,  and  a  geothermal  investigation  of  the  Camas  Hot  Springs  area.  While  the 
architectural  study  provides  a  reasonable  proposal  for  renovating  the  bathhouse  and  grounds,  the 
geothermal  investigation  does  not  adequately  address  the  long-term  sustainability  of  bathhouse  wells, 
impacts  on  the  reservoir's  storage  volume  or  temperature  following  development,  or  impacts  on  nearby 
existing  wells  and  springs.  From  this  study,  it  cannot  be  determined  whether  geothermal  development, 
without  adequate  long-term  testing,  would  degrade  the  springs'  geothermal  qualities  or  flow  rates. 
Current  flow  rates  appear  adequate  to  support  the  swimming  pool's  heating  needs  and  bathhouse  uses 
and  to  partially  heat  the  building.  A  more  thorough  analysis  and  design  should  be  completed  before  a 
heating  system  is  selected,  however,  to  verify  that  geothermal  water  would  not  adversely  affect  heating 
and  plumbing  systems. 

Priorities  for  the  project's  development  include  removal  of  one  underground  and  one 
aboveground  oil  tank  located  next  to  the  bathhouse-which  pose  a  threat  to  the  aquifer's  integrity-and 
asbestos  removal.  Asbestos  is  known  to  be  present  on  outdoor  siding  and  on  the  building's  water  pipes 
and  boilers,  and  it  may  be  found  elsewhere.  Tribal  support  for  removing  the  oil  tanks  has  been  received. 
Under  this  grant  proposal,  these  critical  needs  would  be  funded  through  a  Federal  Home  Administration 
loan.  The  Water  Development  grant  would  fund  part  of  the  hot  mineral  water  development,  which  would 
involve  drainage  work  to  protect  the  water  source  and  plumbing  work  for  swimming  and  the  hot  tubs  to 
be  used  for  therapy  and  recreation. 

The  project  schedule  would  be  considered  feasible  once  all  the  funding  sources  have  been 
confinned. 


RNANCIAL  ASSESSMEm- 

The  project's  total  cost  is  estimated  $2,050,000.  The  project  sponsor  is  requesting  a  grant  from 
DNRC  for  $100,000  of  this  amount.  Other  proposed  funding  sources  include  the  Community 
Development  Block  Grant  Program  ($300,000);  the  Economic  Development  Administration  ($900,000); 
the  Federal  Home  Administration  and  the  Small  Business  Administration  ($700,000  loan);  and  the  Hot 
Springs  Swimming  Pool  Committee  ($50,000).   Part  of  the  $100,000  DNRC  grant  ($61,000)  would  be 
used  for  water  development,  renovation,  and  construction.  The  remaining  $39,000  would  pay  for 
$12,090  in  salaries  and  benefits,  $2,780  in  contracted  services,  $1,400  in  supplies  and  communication, 
$3,000  in  travel  and  training,  $1 ,500  in  rent  and  utilities,  $9,462  in  equipment,  and  $8,768  In  indoor  and 
outdoor  maintenance. 

CAM  Redevelopment  has  begun  a  pre-application  consultation  with  the  Montana  Department  of 
Commerce's  Community  Development  Block  Grant  staff  and  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce's 
Economic  Development  Administration.  Documentation  of  any  consultation  with  the  Federal  Home 
Administration  and  the  Small  Business  Administration  was  not  provided. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 


or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  would  develop  and  use  Camas  Hot  Springs.  A  tangible  benefit- 
renovation  of  the  bathhouse  and  grounds  currently  abandoned  and  in  need  of  repair-would  be  provided 
to  Montana's  citizens  and  the  Confederated  Salish-Kootenai  tribes.  The  finished  project  also  would 
support  Hot  Springs'  economic  development  activities.  An  estimated  14  new  jobs  would  be  created  at 
the  therapy  center,  and  Hot  Springs  would  see  from  70  to  100  new  jobs.  The  town  of  Hot  Springs 
would  be  the  project's  primary  beneficiary. 

ENVIRONMENTTAL  ASSESSMEhTT 

Renovating  the  bathhouse  and  the  grounds  would  not  produce  significant  impacts. 
Construction-related  demolition  and  disturbances  would  be  confined  to  the  site  itself.  Any  required 
pemriits  would  need  to  be  obtained  for  underground  tank  removal,  spring  renovation,  and  building 
renovation  and  construction.   EPA  guidelines  would  have  to  be  followed  for  asbestos  removal  and 
disposal.  The  town  of  Hot  Springs  would  enjoy  long-term,  positive  benefits  through  the  creation  of  new 
jobs  and  increased  community  income.  A  potential  threat  to  an  underground  aquifer  also  would  be 
removed.   If  the  process  of  acquiring  other  state  or  federal  approvals  requires  an  additional 
environmental  analysis  of  the  project.  DNRC  should  incorporate  mitigation  strategies  into  the  scope  of 
work. 


RECOMMENDATION 

To  be  eligible  for  grant  funds,  the  project  sponsor  shall  annex  the  Tribal  Bathhouse  grounds  and 
provide  written  documentation  of  tribal  support  for  the  bathhouse  renovation. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  Montana 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  requirements.   DNRC  shall  review  and  approve  a  geohydrological 
investigation  that  addresses  (a)  the  wells'  long-term  sustainability  following  development;  (b)  impacts  on 
the  reservoir's  storage  volume  and  temperature  from  development;  and  (c)  impacts  on  nearby  wells. 
Only  if  the  investigation  produces  viable  results  will  grant  funding  be  provided.  Any  requirements  that 
result  from  an  environmental  review  undertaken  to  secure  state  or  federal  approvals  deemed  necessary 
to  keep  adverse  impacts  at  low  levels  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as 
part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work. 

Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 
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PROJECT  NO.  30 

APPUCANT  NAME  GLASGOW  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  System  Rehabilitation  (Phase  II)  through  Farm  Delivery 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $107,526  (Project  Sponsor) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $207,526 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $  50.000  GRANT 

$  50,000  LOAN 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Because  agriculture  serves  as  the  local  area's  dominant  industry,  rehabilitation  is  being 
proposed  to  preserve  the  economic  welfare  of  Glasgow  in-igation  District's  agricultural  economy. 

The  Glasgow  Irrigation  District  presently  is  involved  in  a  federally  funded,  $2.2  million 
rehabilitation  loan  program  (Phase  I).  The  district's  aging  system  (constructed  during  1915  to  1917  with 
horse-drawn  equipment)  needs  partial  rebuilding,  canal  and  lateral  lining,  and  drain  rehabilitation 
estimated  to  cost  $14  million  for  the  complete  rehabilitation. 

The  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  program  (Phase  I)  will  upgrade  the  distribution  system, 
improve  drainage,  and  partially  eliminate  extensive  seeped  areas.  The  project's  major  benefits  will  be 
realized  from  improving  the  project's  land  and  its  water  supply  use.   Distribution  system  transport  losses 
(seepage  and  operational  spills)  could  be  reduced  by  an  estimated  7,740  acre-feet  annually.  Installing 
farm  delivery  headgates  or  inlet/outlet  transitions  (Phase  II)  will  provide  accurate  measurements  that  will 
help  management  maintain  constant  and  accurate  water  deliveries  while  encouraging  conservation. 
Operation  and  maintenance  costs  should  be  reduced  in  rehabilitated  areas  and  for  rehabilitated  features. 
The  proposed  project's  environmental  benefits  will  include  reduced  seepage  and  salt-bearing 
groundwater,  less  disturbance  to  habitat  and  existing  wildlife  from  maintenance  activities,  and  a  decrease 
in  weed  control  chemicals  being  used  for  ditchbank  and  aquatic  weed  control. 

The  grant  funds  requested  are  needed  to  continue  rehabilitation  and  supplement  the  current 
Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  loan  (Phase  I).  The  $2.2  millon  rehabilitation  loan  will  not  provide  any 
funds  for  Phase  II  of  the  project. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  Glasgow  Irrigation  District  is  comprised  of  18.011  acres  located  in  northeastern  Montana. 
Water  is  diverted  to  the  system  by  a  diversion  dam  on  the  Milk  River.  Rehabilitating  the  irrigation  district 
system  is  part  of  an  overall  plan  for  rehabilitating  the  entire  Milk  River  basin  irrigation  system. 

This  proposal  is  made  as  a  continuation  (Phase  II)  of  a  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  program 
under  which  Phase  I  was  funded  by  a  $2  million  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Rehabilitation  and 
Betterment  (R&B)  loan  and  a  $100,000  DNRC  Water  Development  grant.   Phase  I  funding  provided  the 
pre-casting  of  farm  delivery  headgate  inlet/outlet  structures  but  excluded  the  installation.  This 

83 


application  indicates  that  the  system's  current  inlet/outlet  structures  have  deteriorated  to  the  point  where 
accurate,  efficient  water  measurement  and  water  delivery  is  not  possible.  In  a  1989  study  report,  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  indicated  that  the  Glasgow  Irrigation  District's  existing  inlet/outlet  structures 
needed  to  be  replaced.  This  proposal  is  being  made  to  replace  100  of  the  current  300  structures,  and  to 
replace  the  rest  when  funds  become  available. 

The  new  structures  will  provide  for  the  attachment  of  district-owned,  portable,  propeller-type  flow 
meters  to  record  water  use.  The  new  structures  also  are  expected  to  reduce  seepage,  but  no 
documentation  Is  provided  that  indicates  how  severe  the  seepage  problem  is.  A  detailed  plan  also  is 
needed  for  using  the  measurement  data  to  manage  the  system  for  more  efficient  water  use. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  reviewer  indicated  that  according  to  SCS  design  standards,  and 
based  on  Information  included  in  the  grant  application,  inadequacies  exist  in  the  structures'  design.  The 
applicant  contact  indicated  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  designed  the  structures  and  also  will  have  to 
approve  their  installation. 


RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project's  total  cost  is  $207,526.  The  Glasgow  Irrigation  District's  $100,000  grant 
request  includes  $18,430  for  labor,  $19,525  for  equipment,  $56,375.25  for  materials,  and  $5,669.75  for 
contingencies.  The  district  will  contribute  $107,526,  which  includes  $18,430  for  labor,  $19,525  for 
equipment,  $56,375  for  materials,  and  $13,196  for  contingencies.  Although  no  administrative  costs  are 
indicated,  the  district  says  it  will  administer  the  project  as  an  in-kind  service. 

The  district's  contribution  will  come  from  current  assessments  on  the  district's  water  users. 
According  to  the  application,  the  cost  of  all  the  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  work  exceeds  the  water 
users'  ability  to  pay.  The  users,  however,  are  willing  to  reduce  their  returns  to  equity. 

BENEFTT  ASSESSMENTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  v^rater  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  indirectly  supports  State  Water  Plan  objectives  through  the  installation  of 
new  inlet/outlet  structures  that  will  improve  water  use  measurement.  The  objectives  supported  include 
improved  water  use,  water  conservation,  and  urging  the  Board  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 
to  adopt  rules  on  measurement  devices  in  water-short  drainages.  The  project  involves  family-owned 
farms  and  may  protect  some  of  the  farm  land  from  seepage  dannage. 

The  project  does  not  initiate  the  use  of  reserved  water.  Although  the  application  says  that  water 
will  be  conserved,  no  quantity  is  given  that  pertains  only  to  the  inlet/outlet  structures  that  would  allow  a 
determination  of  whether  it  would  be  significant  enough  to  help  resolve  Indian  or  federal  reserved  water 
rights.  According  to  the  application,  all  conserved  water  will  remain  in  the  irrigation  system  for  the 
current  irrigators'  use. 

Some  water  should  be  conserved  if  the  structures  are  managed  properly,  but  no  amount  is 
given  that  applies  specifically  to  the  structures  themselves. 


The  application  does  not  document  any  citizen  support,  but  tiie  project  is  part  of  a  larger 
Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  program  that  involves  federal  funding.  The  project  will  provide 
measurable,  ongoing  benefits  that  most  directly  affect  local  irrigation  district  v^^ater  users. 


ENVlRONMEhTTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project's  direct  environmental  effects  will  be  limited  only  to  minor  disturbances  at  the 
construction  sites.   Its  cumulative  and  indirect  effects  will  be  most  noticeable  when  the  systemwide 
rehabilitation  effort  is  considered. 

The  environmental  evaluation  compiled  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  should  be  referenced  to 
determine  any  potential  adverse  impacts  and  identify  measures  that  would  keep  these  impacts  at  low 


RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenue  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $50,000.   DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  completed  any  necessary  environmental  review.  Any 
requirements  identified  through  such  a  review  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and 
incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  The  scope  of  work  must  include  a  detailed  plan  of 
how  the  measurement  data  will  be  used  during  the  system's  operation  to  provide  more  efficient  water 
use.  Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  prepared  and  approved  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  before  any  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the 
project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than 
those  already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $100,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 


PROJECT  NO.  31 


APPUCANTT  NAME  HILGER  COUNTY  WATER  AND  SEWER  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Sewage  Collection  and  Treatment  Facilities  for  Town  of 

Hilger 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $375,000  (Community  Development  Block  Grant) 

$177,300  (Environmental  Protection  Agency  Loan) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $652,300 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $  50,000  GRANT 

$  50,000  LOAN 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Health  risks  associated  with  contaminated  drinking  water  have  prompted  Hilger's  citizens  to  fomn 
the  Hilger  County  Water  and  Sewer  District.  The  district's  goal  is  to  develop  a  potable  community  water 
supply  system  and  create  a  central  sewage  collection,  treatment,  and  disposal  system  that  does  not 
contaminate  the  groundwater  resource.  All  homes  in  Hilger  have  septic  tank,  drainfields,  on-site 
treatment  facilities.  Some  homes  have  cesspools  that  are  underground  pits  into  which  raw  household 
sewage  or  other  untreated  liquid  waste  is  discharged.  The  liquid  from  the  cesspools  seeps  to  the 
groundwater  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  of  improperly  operating  drainfields. 

Seepage  pits  also  may  be  installed  in  the  area.  A  seepage  pit  usually  follows  a  septic  tank  and 
sometimes  is  used  in  place  of  a  drainfield  for  percolation  of  the  septic  tank  effluent  into  the  soil. 
Because  seepage  pits  also  represent  a  potential  pollution  source,  a  centralized  wastewater  treatment 
facility  should  be  used  in  lieu  of  existing,  improperly  working,  on-site  treatment  facilities. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Currently,  £ill  15  residences,  5  commercial  businesses,  a  church,  and  a  school  are  served  by 
septic  tanks  and  drainfields.  Soil  conditions  are  such  that  a  high  rate  of  drainfield  failure  takes  place, 
and  several  wells  have  been  contaminated.  The  health  risks  associated  with  contaminated  drinking 
water  prompted  this  proposal.  Hilger  County  has  formed  a  water  and  sewer  district  to  reduce  those 
public  health  hazards. 

This  project's  goals  involve  developing:  (1)  a  central  sewage  collection  system,  (2)  a  treatment 
plant,  and  (3)  a  disposal  system  that  does  not  contaminate  the  groundwater.  To  support  these  goals, 
Billmayer  Engineering  of  Kalispell  completed  a  facilities  plan  and  engineering  report  in  1992  for  the  town 
of  Hilger's  sewage  collection  and  treatment  facility.  This  report  adequately  describes  and  documents  the 
existing  facilities  and  the  problems  that  need  to  be  resolved. 

Two  collection  system  alternatives  evaluated  in  the  engineering  study  include  the  conventional 
gravity  sewage  collection  system  and  the  small  diameter  gravity  system.   Both  collection  alternatives  use 
the  natural  ten-ain's  slope  to  convey  sewage  to  the  treatment  facility  without  the  aid  of  pumps  or  force 
mains. 


The  treatment  system  alternatives  considered  included  (1)  no  action  (i.e.,  using  the  existing 
facilities  with  no  improvements);  (2)  constructing  an  aerated  lagoon  system  with  treated  effluent  to  be 
disposed  of  by  land  application/spray  irrigation;  (3)  constructing  a  total  containment,  evaporation- 
reduction,  facultative  lagoon  system;  and  (4)  constructing  a  wetlands  treatment  system  with  treated 
effluent  to  be  disposed  of  by  land  application/rapid  infiltration. 

Combinations  of  each  collection  alternative  with  each  treatment  alternative  were  evaluated  by 
using  a  present  worth  analysis.  This  type  of  analysis  indicates  that  the  selected  combination  of 
collection  and  treatment  for  the  Hilger  County  Water  and  Sewer  District's  sewer  utility  is  a  conventional 
gravity  collection  system  combined  with  a  total  containment,  facultative  lagoon  system. 

The  conventional  gravity  sewer  represents  the  most  economical  sewage  collection  alternative, 
while  the  total  containment  lagoon  system  yields  the  lowest  overall  treatment  cost  and  wastewater 
disposal  when  operation,  maintenance,  and  power  costs  are  combined  in  a  present  worth  analysis  that 
also  acknowledges  capital  costs  and  salvage  values  of  the  constructed  facility. 

The  conventional  gravity  sewer  system  would  eliminate  all  septic  tanks  in  the  Hilger  community. 
Wastewater  will  be  delivered  to  the  treatment  facility  in  an  aerobic  state  that  provides  relatively  low  odors 
and  represents  the  most  rapid  form  of  biological  treatment  of  Hilger's  natural  gradient.   No  lift  stations 
are  required  to  transfer  the  waste  to  the  wastewater  treatment  facility  located  southwest  of  Hilger.  The 
preliminary  estimated  cost  of  the  conventional  gravity  sewer  system  is  $322,900,  and  the  estimated  cost 
of  the  total  containment  lagoon  system  is  $319,400. 

The  selected  altemative-a  total  containment  facultative  lagoon  system  combined  with  a 
conventional  gravity  collection  system-appears  to  meet  Hilger's  needs  and  is  considered  a  cost-effective 
approach  in  comparison  to  other  options  considered.  This  alternative  will  solve  the  problems 
documented  in  the  proposal.  Grant  funds  from  DNRC  will  be  used  to  engineer  and  construct  a 
collection  system  and  treatment  facility  for  the  town  of  Hilger,  based  on  the  recent  facilities  plan  and 
engineering  report.  Potential  odor  problems  associated  with  the  facultative  systems  should  be 
addressed  in  the  final  design  documents. 

Early  coordination  of  the  "prime  player"  has  taken  place,  and  the  final  coordination  of  everyone 
involved  will  be  finished  during  final  engineering  design.  Preliminary  compliance  considerations  already 
have  been  addressed,  and  any  water  rights,  permits,  and  easements  will  be  addressed  in  the  final 
engineering  document.  The  proposed  project's  costs,  derived  from  the  scope  of  work  outlined,  appear 
to  be  in  line  with  similar  construction  projects  now  undenway.  Community  Development  Block  Grant  and 
EPA  funding  is  now  being  pursued. 

The  project's  proposed  schedule,  although  optimistic,  appears  reasonable.  Project  benefits 
would  not  be  reduced  but  instead  would  probably  show  an  increase.  Funding  delays  from  other 
sources  could  impair  the  project  and  cause  increased  construction  and  engineering  costs. 

RNANOAL  ASSESSMEm* 

This  proposal  requests  a  $100,000  DNRC  grant  for  design  and  construction  costs.  The 
remaining  project  costs  will  be  funded  through  a  $375,000  Community  Development  Block  Grant  and  a 
$177,300  EPA  State  Revolving  Fund  loan.  Applications  for  this  grant  and  loan  were  submitted 
September  15.  1992. 

No  documentation  was  provided  in  the  application  to  support  the  community's  ability  to  repay  a 
loan.   Because  of  the  user  group's  extremely  small  size  (15  residents,  5  businesses,  a  church,  and  a 
school),  whether  the  grants  or  the  loan  present  a  suitable  cost-versus-benefit  ratio  is  uncertain. 
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^  BENEFIT  ASSESSMEhTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  project  will  not  adversely  affect  the  area's  water  quantity  and  quality,  soils,  vegetation, 
wildlife,  and  other  natural  resources.  In  fact,  water  quality  should  improve  significantly  without  the 
contaminated  groundwater  wells  now  documented  in  town  studies. 

If  this  project  is  not  completed,  groundwater  and  surface  water  degradation  will,  at  best, 
continue  at  present  levels.  As  the  drainfields  age  and  soil  capabilities  deteriorate,  however,  this 
degradation  likely  will  increase.   Because  the  continual  contamination  of  existing  wells  is  unacceptable, 
the  project  represents  a  major  protection  project  of  local  drinl<ing  water.  A  1990  survey  of  Hilger's 
residents  indicated  that  the  town's  water  and  sewer  systems  were  a  major  concern. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

As  the  final  engineering  design  documents  are  developed,  they  should  include  measures  to 
ensure  that  any  adverse  effects  caused  during  construction  are  kept  at  low  levels.  If  additional  state 
approvals  require  further  review  under  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA),  DNRC  would 
participate  in  this  review  to  identify  mitigation  measures  to  be  included  in  the  project's  scope  of  work. 

The  proposed  project's  long-term  effects  appear  minimal.  Contaminated  groundwater  near  the 
^  infiltration  site  will  be  addressed  in  the  final  engineering  design,  and  the  area's  water  quality  is  expected 
▼         to  be  substantially  improved. 

Occasional  air  pollution  problems  that  may  be  caused  during  construction  can  be  minimized 
with  proper  planning  before  construction  begins. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenue  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.  DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $50,000.  DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  MEPA  requirements  have  been 
met.  Any  measures  identified  through  an  environmental  review  that  are  necessary  to  keep  adverse 
impacts  at  acceptable  levels  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the 
project's  scope  of  work.  Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to 
and  approved  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  before  any  bids  are  solicited;  by 
reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
ll       construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will 


require  a  proportional  reduction  in  tiie  grant  amount.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those 
already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $100,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  temns  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

PROJECT  NO.  32 


APPUCAhfT  NAME  VALLEY  COUNTY 

PROJECT  NAME  Fort  Peck  Reservoir  Breakwater 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $400,000  (U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers) 

$300,000  (Reclamation  and  Development  Grant) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $800,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $100,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT 

This  project  will  allow  better  use  of  Fort  Peck  Lake  by  giving  boaters  a  safe  harbor  for  storing 
their  boats.  To  do  this,  a  breakwater  will  be  constructed  across  an  existing  bay  near  the  west  side  of 
Fort  Peck  Dam.  The  breakwater  will  protect  the  inside  of  the  bay  from  large  waves  while  providing 
access  to  the  lake  from  the  bay. 

In  a  lake  as  large  as  Fort  Peck,  the  wind  can  cause  the  waves  to  build  up  significantly.  During 
storms,  waves  can  be  large  enough  to  damage  boats  left  in  docks  that  provide  no  protection  from  the 
waves.  Constructing  a  breakwater  will  provide  this  safe  harbor  and  allow  more  future  development  of 
the  marina  facilities.  In  turn,  the  lake's  recreational  use  will  increase. 

Expanding  the  use  of  Fort  Peck  Lake  has  been  a  long-time  goal  of  the  people  of  eastern 
Montana.   In  1946,  the  original  Fort  Peck  Lake  Master  Plan  discussed  the  recreation  potential  the  lake 
would  bring  to  the  eastem  part  of  the  state.  The  1986  govemor's  forums  on  Montanans  outdoors 
recognized  the  lake's  recreational  potential  and  the  need  for  this  potential  to  be  developed.  Although 
much  has  been  said  about  recreational  development,  little  has  been  done.  This  project  will  allow  better 
use  of  the  lake's  water,  develop  much-needed  recreation,  and  provide  the  surrounding  area  with  some 
greatly  needed  economic  development  opportunities. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

This  project  proposes  to  construct  a  dike  across  a  portion  of  Perch  Bay  to  dewater  the  bay, 
remove  fill  material  from  the  bay  to  construct  a  breakwater,  and  cut  a  hole  in  the  breakwater  to  provide 
access  from  the  current  boat  launch  and  Fort  Peck  West  Marina.   Construction  would  begin  in  May  and 
be  finished  in  September.   During  at  least  a  portion  of  the  construction  period,  the  privately  operated 
marina  and  boat-launching  facilities  would  be  inaccessible,  which  could  seriously  affect  the  marina.   If 


the  marina  business  could  survive  the  year  of  lost  business,  however,  it  might  become  more  attractive  to 
recreationists  and  be  able  to  expand. 

Technical  details  of  the  project's  design  are  preliminary  at  this  time.  For  example,  a  durable 
riprap  source  has  not  been  identified.  The  nearest  source  may  be  located  south  of  Malta,  about  80 
miles  away.  This  area  was  used  as  the  riprap  source  when  Fort  Peck  Dam  was  built.  Also,  the  size  of 
the  riprap  proposed  to  protect  the  breakwater  may  be  too  small  to  prevent  erosion. 

When  Valley  County's  application  was  reviewed,  the  reservoir's  level  was  at  its  lowest  in  30 
years.   Urgency  for  the  project  was  derived  from  this  low  water  level  that  would  make  construction 
easier  and  less  costly  if  undertaken  during  a  time  of  low  levels.   However,  whether  lake  levels  will 
increase  before  construction  would  be  completed  or  whether  construction  could  be  postponed  for  two 
to  three  years  until  project  details  are  resolved  cannot  be  determined  for  certain. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENTT 

Preliminary  cost  estimates  require  further  detailed  design  work.  They  may  be  low  for  the 
following  reasons: 

(1)  Riprap  may  have  to  be  transported  from  a  site  south  of  Malta. 

(2)  The  size  of  the  riprap  used  on  the  breakwater's  lake  side  may  need  to  be  larger  than  the 
24-inch  figure  proposed  in  the  preliminary  design  in  order  to  protect  it  from  wave 
erosion. 

(3)  A  thicker  riprap  blanket  may  be  required  on  the  breakwater's  lake  side. 

The  following  cost  estimates  have  been  revised  assuming  that  quantities  listed  in  the  application 
are  correct.   Costs  for  mobilization  and  foundation-stripping  were  omitted  from  the  original  estimates  but 
are  estimated  in  Table  1 .  The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation's  'Tabulation  of  Low  Bid  Prices 
and  Computations  of  Average  Prices  for  1992"  was  used  to  estimate  costs.  The  10  percent  for 
contingencies  should  be  increased  because  of  this  project's  preliminary  nature.  The  applicant's  estimate 
of  the  dewatering  cost  may  be  low  but  has  been  used  in  the  table.  An  allowance  was  made  for  settling 
in  the  embankment.  The  applicant's  cost  estimates  for  engineering  design,  contract  administration,  and 
soils  testing  ($129,000)  appear  reasonable. 
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TABLE  1.  Confiparison 

i 

of  Cost  Estimates 

wm 

Revised  Cost  Estimate 

Applicant's 
Estimate 

Item 

Quantity 

Unit  Cost 

Total 
Cost 

Mobilization  (5%) 

1 

LS 

$    52,300 

-0- 

Stripping 

1 

LS 

50,000 

-0- 

Embankment 

115,000  cy 

$3.35 

445,500 

172,500 

Riprap 

15,000  cy 

33.20 

498,000 

375.000 

Geotextile 

17,000  sy 

2.30 

39,100 

17.000 

Seeding 

20  acres 

1,970 

39,400 

12,000 

Dewatering 

1 

LS 

35,000 

35,000 

Subtotal 

$1,159,350 

$611,500  . 

Contingency 

159,500 

59,500 

Tcftal  Construction  Cost 

$1,318,850 

$671,000 

Soil  testing,  contract  design,  &  administration 

129,000 

129,000 

GRAND  TOTAL 

11     $1,447,850 

$800,000 

No  funding  has  been  secured  for  long-temi  breakwater  maintenance.  Also,  neither  local  nor 
private  funds  have  been  contributed  to  the  project,  although  the  breakwater  has  been  proposed  to 
stimulate  local  economic  development. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currentiy  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

Although  the  proposal  has  its  shortcomings,  the  need  for  the  project  has  been  acknowledged 
among  the  users  and  agencies  familiar  with  Fort  Peck's  recreational  needs.  The  proposal  says  that  the 
project  would  benefit  60,000  people  directly  and  200,000  indirectly.   However,  no  mention  is  made  of 
how  these  figures  were  reached.  The  objectives  stated  will  meet  a  legitimate  need,  but  the  application 
fails  to  present  a  convincing  case  for  a  crucial  state  need.  The  project  would  not  eliminate  any  severe 
and  unacceptable  damage  to  public  resources,  and  public  benefits  may  not  be  considered  as 
extraordinary.   If  the  project  is  not  constructed,  the  public's  health  and  safety  will  not  be  seriously 
threatened.  While  a  safe  harbor  will  provide  a  haven  for  recreationists  during  extreme  weather 
conditions,  the  more  common  project  benefit  will  likely  be  the  protection  of  boats  and  docks. 
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^  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  marina  and  boat-launching  facilities  would  be  dewatered  for  at  least  a  portion  of  the 
construction  period,  which  would  adversely  affect  the  marina  business.  The  number  of  fish  that  could  be  ■ 

killed  when  the  bay  is  dewatered  is  unknown.  While  sediment  would  be  produced  and  adversely  affect 
water  quality  during  construction,  shoreline  erosion  should  decrease  afterward.   No  measures  are  I 

proposed  to  reduce  any  adverse  effects  but,  if  construction  takes  place  when  the  lake  is  low,  sediment 
production  should  be  reduced.  The  project's  effect  on  threatened  or  endangered  species  is  unknown,  : 

as  is  the  extent  of  any  increases  in  dust,  noise,  or  construction  traffic.   Because  of  the  uncertainty  of  any  | 

significant,  adverse  environmental  effects  and  the  likely  approval  of  state  and  federal  agencies  before  i 

construction  can  begin,  an  environmental  review  of  the  project  is  suggested.  | 

I 
RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  a  $100,000  grant.   First,  a  proportionate  share  of  funding  up  to  $12,500 
shall  be  released  to  fund  the  preparation  of  a  final  engineering  design  and  a  project  budget.  This  design  i 

and  budget  shall  address  all  aspects  of  the  project,  including  mobilization,  acquiring  an  adequate 
amount  and  size  of  riprap,  costs  that  reflect  water  levels  anticipated  at  the  time  of  construction,  and  any 
other  items  identified  by  DNRC. 

DNRC  shall  review  and  approve  the  final  project  design  and  any  mitigation  measures.  Funding 
for  project  construction  shall  be  provided  only  after  DNRC  approves  the  final  project  design  and  after  the 
project  sponsor  has  secured  all  necessary  state  and  federal  permits  and  easements;  signed  an  j 

agreement  assuming  responsibility  for  long-term  breakwater  management  and  maintenance  (releasing  ! 

the  state  from  any  liability  associated  with  the  breakwater);  and  secured  nnatching  funds  based  on  the 
||        project's  final  design.  j 

Any  reduction  In  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount.  i 

i 
PROJECT  NO.  33 

I 

i 

APPUCANT  NAME  MILE  HIGH  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT  | 

PROJECT  NAME  Statewide  Assessment  of  Long-Temi  Water  Quality 

Trends  and  the  Extent  of  Radon  in  Montana's  Aquifers  | 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $  99,812  GRANT  | 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  4,031  (Project  Sponsor) 

$  34,682  (Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 38,525 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $  99,812  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  proposal  addresses  the  evaluation  of  two  of  the  most  critical  groundwater  quality  concerns 
ll       facing  Montana:  the  possible  increased  salinization  of  local  and  regional  aquifers,  and  the  assessment 
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of  Montana's  aquifers  for  their  potentiai  to  contain  radon. 

The  loss  of  arable  lands  and  serious  degradation  of  shallow  groundwater  in  Montana's  plains 
region  because  of  the  agriculturally  induced  transport  of  solutes  from  the  root  zone  to  the  aquifer  (saline 
seep)  requires  a  more  thorough  understanding  of  the  state's  long-term,  groundwater  quality  trends.  The 
hydrologic  consequences  of  various  agricultural  practices  are  now  recognized  as  critical  for  agricultural 
planning. 

Equally  serious  as  the  arable  land  loss  is  the  local  and  regional  deterioration  of  surface-water 
and  shallow  groundwater  resources  that,  in  many  areas,  serve  as  primary  potable  water  sources.   By  the 
mid-1  g70s,  saline  seep  had  taken  roughly  2  million  acres  out  of  grain  production  in  the  plains  region  that 
includes  Montana,  North  Dakota,  and  South  Dakota;  and  AlbedB,  Saskatchewan,  and  Manitoba  in 
Canada.  These  conditions  strongly  suggest  the  salinization  of  local  and  regional  aquifers.  A  primary 
goal  of  the  proposed  project  is  a  reevaluation  of  local  specific  sites  sampled  during  the  70s.  This 
reevaluation  will  provide  the  only  known  comparison  derived  from  historical  data. 

Radon  (atomic  weight  222)  is  a  naturally  occurring,  colorless  gas  generated  from  the  decay  of 
uranium  (atomic  weight  238),  which  is  naturally  present  naturally  in  all  rocks  and  soil  in  varying 
concentrations.  High  radon  concentrations  in  homes  have  prompted  national  concem.  It  has  been 
shown,  for  example,  that  radon  in  groundwater  can  serve  as  a  significant  source  of  radon  in  air.  Thus, 
de-gassing  radon  from  domestic  water  supplies  can  contribute  significantly  toward  the  total  amount  of 
radon  in  indoor  air.  In  some  cases,  the  water  supply  may  represent  the  dominant  radon  source  in 
homes. 

As  yet,  no  systematic  evaluation  of  Montana's  geology  and  groundwater  to  assess  the  extent 
and  concentration  of  radon  has  been  made.  Preliminary  results  of  a  statewide  radon-indoor  air  survey 
conducted  by  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology  (MBMG)  and  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences  show  a  variety  of  Montana  geologic  settings  that  are  conducive  to  radon 
emanation  into  houses  from  the  substructure.   Homes  in  the  Alzada,  Helena,  Butte,  and  Wibaux  areas, 
for  instance,  showed  radon  concentrations  near  and  exceeding  50  pCi/L  (picacuries  per  liter).  A  home 
in  the  Libby  area  showed  a  concentration  of  133  pCi/L   If  these  geologic  formations  prove  to  be  local 
or  regional  aquifers,  thousands  of  people  may  be  exposed  to  an  increased  risk  of  lung  cancer. 

The  objectives  of  this  proposal  are  to: 

(1)  Make  a  comparative  analysis  of  long-term,  groundwater  quality  trends  in  Montana's 
Northern  Great  Plains  region  by  resampling  200  or  more  wells  previously  sampled  by  the 
MBMG  from  1975  to  1978,  along  with  selected  wells  within  the  Montana  Salinity  Control 
Association  program. 

(2)  Establish  a  baseline  database  for  radon  concentrations  in  groundwater  at  selected  sites 
throughout  Montana.  Sites  may  include  200  wells  previously  sampled  by  the  MBMG  in 
1975  along  with  MBMG  research  wells  in  western  Montana. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Sampling  groundwater  for  a  comparative  analysis  of  long-term,  groundwater  quality  trends  in 
Montana's  Northern  Great  Plains  region  represents  a  logical  and  useful  follow-up  to  previous  sampling 
and  analyses  undertaken  by  the  MBMG  from  1975  to  1978.  The  results  of  this  type  of  follow-up  study 
would  prove  useful  in  establishing  whether  gross  trends  in  groundwater  quality  at  a  statewide  level  can 
be  identified.  The  proposed  study  may  identify  areas  where  groundwater  quality  degradation  should  be 
addressed  further,  or  areas  where  doing  so  is  unwarranted. 
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Sampling  and  analyzing  groundwater  for  radon  concentrations  would  greatly  improve  the  level  of 
knowledge  about  Montana's  exposure  to  radon,  and  also  would  give  some  indication  of  whether  specific 
aquifers  contain  water  with  high  enough  concentrations  of  radon  to  affect  radon  levels  in  indoor  air. 

The  approaches  toward  the  groundwater  quality  assessment  in  Montana's  Northern  Great  Plains 
region,  along  with  a  statewide  assessment  of  radon  in  groundwater,  are  adequate  for  developing  a 
general  survey  of  statewide  conditions-which  Montana  currently  does  not  have.  How  any  water  quality 
trends  identified  in  the  assessment  will  be  evaluated  and  assessed  in  terms  of  land  use  practices, 
however,  is  not  specified  in  the  proposal-although  included  as  a  project  result. 

The  radon  results  identified  in  the  groundwater  survey  will  serve  as  a  statewide  database. 
Additional  products  such  as  maps  of  radon  concentrations  by  aquifers,  however,  will  become  available 
only  after  the  radon  data  has  time  to  accumulate  in  the  database.  Establishing  this  database  for  radon 
concentrations  in  groundwater  represents  a  basic  starting  point  for  accumulating  all  the  groundwater 
radon  concentration  data. 

Coordination  and  compliance  issues  are  not  a  major  concern  of  this  study.  The  planned 
schedule  for  the  study  appears  reasonable.   DNRC's  grant  funds  would  be  used  mostly  for  laboratory 
costs,  travel  expenses,  and  a  hydrologist's  salary. 

One  option  that  was  not  included  in  the  proposal  involves  the  attempt  to  conduct  part  of  or  all 
the  proposed  studies  In  cooperation  with  or  as  a  supplement  to  groundwater  activities  planned  under  the 
Montana  Groundwater  Assessment  Act  (Senate  Bill  94).   Because  much  of  the  inorganic  sampling  may 
be  duplicated  by  separate  studies,  both  field-work  time  and  travel  costs  could  see  substantial  savings. 
Coordinating  with  the  Montana  Groundwater  Assessment  Act  may  cause  some  delays  in  the  project 
results,  however,  and  the  two  studies'  objectives  could  be  too  divergent  for  the  studies  to  be  conducted 
together. 


RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project's  total  cost  is  $138,525.  Matching  funds  from  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and 
Geology  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  would  fund  about  28  percent  of  the  project.   DNRC  funds 
primarily  would  be  used  for  laboratory  costs,  travel  expenses,  and  a  hydrologist's  salary.  The  plan 
appears  reasonable,  and  the  benefits  stated  should  prove  feasible  within  the  projected  budget. 


BENEFTT  ASSESSMEhTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currentiy  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  study  would  serve  as  a  significant  information  source  for  water  management  or  protection. 
As  a  result,  Montana  residents  would  benefit. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  study's  adverse  impacts  would  be  limited  to  those  from  activities  associated  with  the  field 
collection  and  laboratory  analysis  of  water  samples  gathered  from  existing  wells.  The  proposed 
methods  that  use  standard  sample-gathering  and  testing  procedures  would  limit  the  potential  of  adverse 
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effects  to  minor  levels.   Information  gathered  would  provide  additional  data  to  be  used  in  determining 
long-term  water  quality  changes  in  the  state's  groundwater.  The  study  results  alone  are  not  expected  to 
cause  any  indirect  or  cumulative  effects.  The  objectives  of  this  study  and  those  of  the  study  to  be 
conducted  under  the  Montana  Groundwater  Assessment  Act  should  be  clarified. 

In  developing  a  grant  agreement  for  this  project,  DNRC  would  prepare  a  checklist  if  the 
proposed  project's  scope  is  amended  in  any  way  that  would  create  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts 
beyond  those  already  identified.  A  checklist  also  would  be  prepared  to  reconsider  impacts  before  any 
change  of  approach  is  undertaken. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Grant  funds  for  the  research  project  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work, 
staffing,  and  a  budget,  and  after  matching  funds  have  been  secured.   If  the  proposed  scope  of  work 
changes,  and  if  those  changes  create  impacts  beyond  those  now  expected,  measures  will  be  required  to 
keep  any  impacts  at  low  levels.  Those  measures  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and 
incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a 
proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

University  indirect  costs  and  university  salaries  included  in  legislatively  approved  university 
budgets  and  authorized  in  a  1994-95  appropriations  bill  shall  not  be  reimbursed  with  grant  funds. 

Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those  already  Identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-doilar 
reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

PROJECT  NO.  34 

APPUCANT  NAME  DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES  AND 

CONSERVATION,  KAUSPELL  WATER  RESOURCES 
REGIONAL  OFFICE 

PROJECT  NAME  Flathead  Valley  Cooperative  Groundwater  Study 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  51 ,41 0  (Project  Sponsor) 

$  20,000  (U.S.  Geological  Survey) 
$135,500  (Unsecured) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $306,910 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $100,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  goal  of  this  proposed  project  is  to  provide  the  detailed  technical  framework  needed  for 
responsible  groundwater  management.  This  framework  will  help  ensure  the  consistency  of  groundwater 
development  with  the  production  capability  of  available  aquifers  without  adverse  effects  on  water  quality 
or  quantity. 
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The  Flathead  Valley  shows  one  of  the  state's  highest  growth  rates.  Hard  data  on  aquifers  in  use 
throughout  the  valley  are  either  unavailable,  sparse,  or  discontinued.   Several  agencies  have 
management  (quantity  and  quality)  responsibilities  that  generally  are  implemented  independently. 

The  proposed  project  divides  the  Flathead  Valley  into  three  transects  (north,  middle,  and  south) 
from  which  data  are  to  be  gathered  and  conclusions  drawn  about  remaining  aquifers.  This  represents 
an  innovative,  proactive  approach  toward  basinwide  hydrologic  management  rather  than  a  reactive 
management  scheme.  The  project's  initial  phase  is  an  integral  part  of  an  extensive  groundwater  study 
proposed  for  the  Flathead  Valley. 

The  scope  of  work  proposed  with  grant  funds  includes: 

(1)  Installing  a  dedicated  monitoring  well  in  the  north  transect  with  multi-level  sampling  and 
head  measurement  capabilities. 

(2)  Selecting  existing  wells  to  be  included  in  a  monitoring  networl<.   Existing  wells  would  be 
analyzed  to  determine  their  fitness  and  acceptability  for  use  in  the  network. 

(3)  In-hole  Electromagnetic  and  natural  gamma  logging  of  the  boreholes  of  the  dedicated 
well  and  existing  wells  chosen  for  the  monitoring  network. 

(4)  Perfomning  aquifer  tests  in  the  dedicated  well  and  other  appropriately  selected  wells. 

(5)  Initial  groundwater  flow  modeling  based  on  existing  and  newly  collected  data. 

(6)  Geophysical  profiling  (time-domain  electro  nnagnetic  soundings)  along  the  north 
transect's  route. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  1990  census  indicated  that  the  Kalispell  area  would  see  a  14  percent  growth  rate  within  10 
years  and  a  50  percent  rate  within  20  years.  The  valley's  north  end  is  experiencing  a  faster  population 
increase  than  the  rest  of  the  area.   Forest  and  agricultural  practices  also  have  intensified,  with  major 
shifts  toward  greater  water  use  and  impact.  Years  of  drought  and  near-drought  conditions  are  tal<ing 
their  toll  on  domestic  wells  because  of  regional  lowering  of  water  tables.  Rowing  water  wells  add  to  the 
problem  and  create  major  avenues  for  aquifer  contamination. 

The  Water  Resources  Division's  Helena  staff  has  noticed  recent  increases  in  the  number  of  water 
use  permits,  groundwater  complaints,  and  requests  from  the  public  related  to  groundwater  concerns  in 
the  Flathead  basin.  The  division  decentralized  its  technical  staff  in  1991  and,  because  of  increased 
activity  in  the  Rathead  basin,  placed  a  staff  person  in  that  area.  To  provide  data  that  could  be  used  for 
sound  water  management  decisions,  area  DNRC  staff  propose  developing  a  water  balance  model  for  the 
valley  that  will  provide  a  framework  for  resolving  future  water  quality/quantity  issues. 

Funding  is  requested  for  this  project  through  the  grant  program  rather  than  the  agency's 
standard  appropriation  process  to  ensure  that  the  project's  need  can  be  assessed  and  the  opportunity 
for  local  support  is  fully  exercised  before  any  state  funds  are  appropriated. 

The  planned  approach-in  general,  a  groundwater  assessment  and  creation  of  a  database-will 
provide  the  information  needed  for  future  water  management  decisions.   Details  of  the  approach  deserve 
additional,  expert  technical  review  and  revision  before  the  project  begins.   Questions  need  to  be 
answered  concerning  the  siting  and  specifications  for  monitoring  wells  in  particular.  Also,  a  commitment 


to  maintain  and  support  the  datatiase  wouid  be  required  to  ensure  users  effective  data  access  and  use. 
Tfie  merit  of  conducting  any  of  the  project's  three  phases  before  funding  for  the  comprehensive  valley 
study  is  secured  also  needs  to  be  addressed.  Another  option  would  involve  using  DNRC  grant  funds  to 
attract  funding  commitments  from  other  local,  state,  and  federal  funding  sources. 

This  project  represents  a  sincere  effort  to  head  off  future  problems.  The  projected  cost  of 
resolving  problems  likely  to  result  from  uncontrolled  valley  development  justify  investing  in  a  precision 
water  management  tool.  The  project  would  benefit  from  further  coordination  and  will  need  significant 
outside  funding  to  complete  the  project's  first  phase.  Through  the  Montana  Groundwater  Assessment 
Act,  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology  (MBMG)  is  responsible  for  coordinating  groundwater 
data  collection  activities.  As  a  result,  this  proposed  project  will  need  to  be  closely  coordinated  with  the 
MBMG  staff. 

Also  required  will  be  easements  for  access  to  monitoring  wells  along  with  permits  for  well-drilling 
and  seismic  testing. 

RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENTT 

Costs  associated  with  another  groundwater  assessment  project  in  Beaverhead  County  are 
estimated  at  $458,000  for  a  study  that  covers  an  area  of  about  4  square  miles.  Project  costs  for  Phase  I 
of  the  Flathead  Valley  study  are  $306,910.  The  total  area  to  be  addressed  by  the  Flathead  Valley  study's 
three  phases  measures  approximately  14  square  miles,  which  would  perhaps  justify  costs  3%  times  those 
of  the  Beaverhead  County  study,  or  $1,603,000.  Phase  I  costs,  therefore,  represent  about  20  percent  of 
the  total  of  all  three  phases  of  the  project. 

A  question  has  been  raised  concerning  the  specified  monitoring  well  to  be  drilled  and  concern 
has  been  expressed  that  associated  costs  are  higher  than  necessary.  An  additional  review  of  the 
proposed  project,  along  with  detailed  specifications  for  any  monitoring  wells  to  be  installed,  will  be 
required  before  the  project  receives  any  funding. 

Funding  sources  for  the  proposed  budget  total  of  $306,910  have  not  been  secured,  and  a 
funding  shortfall  of  $135,500  for  Phase  I  cun-ently  exists.  Costs  listed  in  the  $100,000  grant  request 
include  $46,000  for  technical  costs  such  as  laboratory,  communications,  equipment  lease  and  purchase, 
aquifer  tests,  geophysical  logs,  and  geophysical  profiling;  and  $54,000  for  construction  costs  for 
monitoring  wells,  including  $7,500  for  contingencies. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  State  Water  Plan  currently  identifies  protection  of  groundwater  quality  and  quantity  as  a 
priority,  and  the  study  that  will  be  produced  by  this  project  supports  that  priority.  The  study  will  provide 
a  useful  water  resource  management  tool  for  an  area  faced  with  rapid,  unplanned  growth.  Assuming 
that  the  database  will  be  produced  within  the  time  frame  needed  to  dovetail  with  critical  growth  and  area 
water  development,  the  study  will  provide  significant  tangible  benefits. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Some  adverse  environmental  effects  will  be  caused  from  constructing  a  new  test  well  and  from 
the  proposed  geophysical  profiling.  The  study's  beneficial  effects  would  be  indirect  and  cumulative  if  the 
information  developed  is  used  to  guide  future  land  use  and  management  decisions  within  the  Flathead 
Valley.   In  developing  any  grant  agreement  for  this  project,  DNRC  would  review  the  location  for  the  new 
well,  the  methods  proposed  for  geophysical  profiling,  and  mitigation  measures-including  those  at  sites 
disturbed  as  a  result  of  project  activtties-to  ensure  that  any  resulting  adverse  effects  would  be  minor. 
Public  notice  shall  be  given  before  the  project  is  implemented  to  address  comments  on  selection  of  the 
well  site  and  the  preferred  geophysical  profiling  technique.   Siting  of  and  specifications  for  the  new  well 
shall  comply  with  Board  of  Water  Well  Contractors  rules. 

If  the  proposed  project's  scope  is  amended  in  any  way,  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts  shall 
be  reconsidered  before  any  change  of  approach  is  undertaken. 

RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  a  $100,000  grant  contingent  on  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  obtain 
additional  funding  for  Phase  I  of  the  project  that  amounts  to  $306,910,  future  commitments  for  a  ddlar- 
for-dollar  match  of  Phase  I  funding  from  local  public  entities,  and  other  state  or  federal  funding 
commitments  for  the  project's  next  phases. 

DNRC  funding  will  be  provided  only  after  an  additional  technical  review  of  the  project's  scope  is 
made,  and  after  any  necessary  arrangements  for  coordination  with  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and 
Geology  have  been  met.  Because  ongoing  database  management  will  be  necessary,  an  entity  willing  to 
manage  the  database  and  incur  associated  costs  shall  be  identified  and  a  written  agreement  negotiated 
before  the  project  is  implemented. 

Steps  to  comply  with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  in  conjunction  with  drilling 
any  monitoring  wells  and  with  seismic  testing  must  be  taken,  and  the  project  sponsor  must  pay  the 
associated  costs.  Any  measures  identified  through  an  environmental  review  that  will  keep  impacts  at 
acceptable  levels  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's 
scope  of  work.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant 
amount. 


PROJECT  NO.  35 

APPUCANTT  NAME  MISSOULA  URBAN  TRANSPORTATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Missoula  Alternative  Fuels  Initiative 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $56, 1 85  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  9,405  (Project  Sponsor) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $65,590 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $56, 1 85  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  project  will  study  the  feasibility  of  converting  public-ov^ned  transit  vehicles  from  diesel  fuel 
to  clean-buming,  energy-efficient,  alternative  fuel.  The  project  addresses  two  important  natural  resource 
issues  in  Montana:  air  quality  and  energy  consumption.  Air  quality  in  Montana's  rapidly  growing  urban 
areas  is  of  increasing  concem  and  may  limit  economic  growth  during  the  next  decade.  Because  of  this 
concern,  communities  throughout  the  state  will  begin  to  rely  more  on  mass  transit  systems  to  solve 
future  traffic  congestion  and  vehicle-related  air  pollution  problems. 

Missoula  is  a  community  well  known  for  its  winter  air  pollution  and  currently  is  designated  as  an 
air  quality  "Non-attainment  Area"  for  particulate  matter  and  carbon  monoxide  pollution.  Nearly  74 
percent  of  the  city's  carbon  monoxide  and  8  percent  of  the  particulate  pollution  are  caused  by  motor 
vehicle  emissions. 

The  Missoula  Urban  Transportation  District  operates  as  the  Mountain  Line  Bus  Company  in 
Missoula.  This  local  mass  transit  system  provides  transportation  for  thousands  of  Missoulians  each  year. 

Using  an  alternative  fuel  to  operate  public-owned,  mass  transit  vehicles  will  help  Missoula  and 
other  Montana  communities  achieve  and  maintain  the  air  quality  attainment  status  required  by  the 
Federal  Clean  Air  Act,  reduce  the  amount  of  energy  consumed,  and  set  an  example  for  Montana  citizens 
in  the  area  of  energy  savings  and  air  quality  management. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  project  sponsor  indicates  that  the  proposed  effort  will  launch  an  alternative  transportation 
fuels  initiative  in  Missoula  and  throughout  Montana. 

The  project  sponsor  operates  a  transit  system  in  Missoula  that  relies  on  25  diesel-fueled  buses. 
During  the  next  18  months,  the  project  sponsor  expects  to  replace  18  of  the  fleet's  buses.  Since 
Missoula  currently  is  designated  as  an  air  quality  non-attainment  area,  the  project  sponsor  is  requesting 
funding  to  determine  the  best  alternative  transportation  fuel  to  use  in  the  Missoula  area.  With  that 
knowledge,  buses  that  will  support  the  fuel  may  be  obtained  and  operated  with  clean-burning  fuels.  The 
project  sponsor  also  wants  to  attract  additional  riders  and  indicates  that  potential  riders  view  buses  as 
contributors  to  Missoula's  air  quality  problem  because  the  diesel  fuel  that  now  powers  the  buses  is  high 
in  particulate-causing  visible  exhaust.   Using  alternative  fleet  fuel  may  not  contribute  significantly  toward 
improving  Missoula's  air  quality,  but  the  project  sponsor  feels  that  more  riders  on  the  buses  will  help 


resolve  community  airshed  problems. 

Further,  if  one  fleet  operator  adopts  alternative  transportation  fuel,  this  will  promote  its  use  in 
other  fleets,  including  school  buses  and,  in  the  future,  trucking  companies.  Without  government 
initiative,  however,  the  project  sponsor  predicts  that  fleet  operators  will  resist  the  transition  to  use  fuels 
that  are  not  oil-based. 

Although  the  project  proposal  considers  alternative  fuels  that  would  be  appropriate  for  operating 
a  fleet  of  buses,  some  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  longer-term  transportation  needs  of  the 
growing  Missoula  valley.  In  this  light,  a  transportation  study  and  plan  may  prove  to  be  a  better 
investment  of  funds.  To  respond  to  this  concern,  the  project  sponsor  indicates  that  long-term 
transportation  needs  and  the  potential  for  alternative  transportation  modes  will  be  included  in  the  study. 
The  project  proposal,  however,  does  not  support  this  claim. 

The  general  study  approach  is  outlined  in  the  proposal,  and  much  of  the  information  is  readily 
available.   For  example,  information  on  fuel  in  Missoula  and  throughout  Montana  should  be  available 
through  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation,  motor  fuels  section  or  DNRC's  Energy  Division. 
Other  information-e.g.,  performance  of  alternative  fuels  in  urban  mass  transit  vehicles-will  not  be 
available  for  Montana  and  cannot  be  obtained  within  the  project's  scope  and  funding.  Thus,  the  need 
for  a  "Montana-specific"  study  may  be  questioned  because  so  much  of  the  information  will  be  gathered 
from  outside  Montana. 

The  technical  documentation  included  with  the  application  does  not  identify  to  what  extent  the 
25  buses  operated  by  the  project  sponsor  contribute  to  Missoula's  air  quality  problem.  Nor  does  the 
documentation  adequately  identify  the  need  for  the  additional  proposed  research  nor  support  the  value 
of  the  research  as  a  "Montana-specific"  study.  According  to  the  project  sponsor,  developing  an  in-depth 
proposal  is  beyond  the  Urt^an  Transportation  District's  capability  because  of  staffing  constraints. 

No  evidence  is  shown  of  wide  support  for  this  project,  although  the  project  is  touted  as  a  way  to 
launch  an  alternative  transportation  fuels  initiative  in  Missoula  and  throughout  Montana.  The  Missoula 
Board  of  County  Commissioners  provided  a  resolution  of  support  but  did  not  offer  programmatic, 
staffing,  or  financial  support.   No  plan  for  the  alternative  transportation  fuels  initiative  beyond  the  study 
and  the  pending  purchase  of  replacement  fleet  vehicles  has  been  prepared.   Basic  staff  support  from  the 
local  government  may  have  been  useful  for  developing  a  better-documented  application.   Since  no 
permits  would  be  needed  for  a  study,  the  application  is  not  required  to  address  permits  or  other 
compliance  issues.  The  budget  submitted  was  prepared  by  the  consultant  that  the  project  sponsor 
would  choose  to  conduct  the  study.  The  budget  was  not  supported  by  any  documentation  of  costs  for 
similar  projects. 

RNANQAL  ASSESSMENT 

GMT  Consultants  developed  the  project  costs  and  generally  provides  estimates  for  salaries  and 
expenses.  The  various  study  elements  and  the  costs  associated  with  each  element  were  not  indicated. 
Therefore,  evaluating  the  budget  to  determine  whether  proposed  costs  are  necessary  and  justified  is  not 
possible. 

Costs  listed  in  the  $56,185  grant  request  include  $6,880  for  contract  management;  $44,905  for 
staff  and  consultant  salaries;  and  $4,400  for  technical  costs  including  supplies,  copying,  and  telephone. 
The  project  sponsor  has  offered  to  provide  $2,080  for  contract  administration,  $2,925  for  staff  salaries, 
and  $4,400  for  technical  costs  as  previously  outlined. 
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BENEFIT  ASSESSMEm" 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currentiy  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

No  Water  Development  program  public  benefit  is  claimed  because,  as  an  air  quality  project,  this 
application  does  not  qualify  under  the  program.   Some  tangible  benefits  would  be  associated  with 
certain  project  elements.  Although  the  application  claims  to  launch  a  local  and  statewide  initiative,  no 
evidence  is  shown  in  the  proposal  to  support  that  claim.  The  tangible  benefits  would  be  limited  to  those 
associated  with  selecting  clean-burning,  replacement  fleet  vehicles. 


ENVIRONMENTTAL  ASSESSMEhfT 

No  reasonably  foreseeable  adverse  or  beneficial  environmental  effects  beyond  those  now 
present  within  the  Missoula  airshed  will  be  caused  by  the  "Missoula  Alternative  Fuels  Initiative."  Activities 
are  confined  to  reviewing  published  reference  materials  to  develop  a  compendium  of  information  for 
future  decisions.   Later  fuel-switching  decisions  made  by  using  information  compiled  from  this  proposed 
study  could  produce  indirect  and  cumulative  beneficial  or  adverse  effects  that  cannot  be  reasonably 
known  at  this  time. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Up  to  $56,185  in  research  grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work 
and  a  budget,  and  after  matchiing  funds  have  been  secured.  As  part  of  its  grant  agreement,  DNRC 
should  complete  a  checklist  if  any  changes  in  this  project  that  would  show  the  potential  for  more  direct 
effects  or  that  would  change  the  nature  of  the  expected  indirect  or  cumulative  impacts.  This  checklist 
would  be  prepared  by  DNRC  at  the  time  any  grant  agreement  is  developed  and  would  be  completed 
before  any  change  of  approach  is  undertaken.  Any  reduction  in  the  project's  scope  of  work  will  require 
a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

The  project  sponsor  shall  consider  alternatives  to  the  high-cost  approach  presented  in  the 
proposal.  Assistance  may  be  available  through  the  Montana  University  System,  the  Department  of 
Transportation,  or  DNRC's  Energy  Division.  Any  required  consultant  services  shall  be  obtained  by  using 
the  standard  request  for  proposal  process. 

Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those  already  Wentified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar 
reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 


PROJECT  NO.  36 


APPUCANT  NAME 
PROJECT  NAME 


UTTLE  BEAVER  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

Little  and  Lower  Missouri  Water  Reservation 
Development  and  Implementation 


AMOUNT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 


$  84,700  GRANT 

$  22,700  (Project  Sponsor) 

$107,400 

$47,318  GRANT 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  project  proposes  to  provide  technical  and  legal  assistance  to  the  1 1  conservation  districts 
identified  within  the  lower  Missouri  River  and  Little  Missouri  River  basins  during  the  upcoming  water 
reservation  proceedings.   Defending  the  water  reservation  applications  submitted  by  the  districts  to  the 
Board  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  is  the  project's  primary  goal.  If  granted,  those 
applications  will  play  an  important  role  in  ensuring  that  irrigation,  along  with  other  consumptive  users, 
can  continue  to  grow. 

Agriculture  must  have  the  ability  to  replace  land  taken  out  of  production  and  be  afforded  equal 
footing  with  instream  flow  claims.  As  a  result,  both  North  Dakota  and  the  extreme  southeast  will  benefit. 
While  agriculture,  because  of  its  dependence  on  available  water,  will  see  the  greatest  initial  benefits,  the 
region's  other  supporting  businesses-aiso  those  statewide-will  receive  positive  economical  benefits. 

Because  of  limited  resources,  the  conservation  districts  are  unable  to  provide  funds  for  this 
effort.  Therefore,  this  grant  is  necessary  so  that  the  interests  of  the  irrigators  and  other  agricultural  water 
\       users  may  be  considered.  The  funds  will  be  managed  by  a  council  comprised  of  members  from  the  1 1 
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conservation  districts.  This  council  will  decide  with  whom  to  contract  and  also  will  handle  any  other 
management  decisions  that  may  arise. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

This  grant  application  is  requesting  funds  for  1 1  conservation  districts  to  participate  in  a 
contested  case  hearing  on  lower  Missouri  basin  water  reservation  applications.  The  districts  also  are 
applying  for  funds  to  promote  their  water  reservation  applications  if  granted. 

The  1 1  conservation  districts  have  applied  to  DNRC  to  reserve  water  for  future  irrigation  as  part 
of  the  Missouri  basin  water  reservation  proceeding.  If  granted,  the  districts'  reservations  will  set  aside 
blocks  of  water  for  future  irrigation  development  with  a  July  1,  1985  priority  date.   In  some  instances,  the 
conservation  district  applications  will  be  competing  with  applications  submitted  by  the  Department  of 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  for  a  limited  water  supply. 

The  conservation  districts'  applications  will  be  subject  to  a  process  that  includes  an 
environmental  review  and  a  contested  case  hearing.  The  contested  case  hearing  will  provide  a  forum  for 
water  right  holders  and  other  parties  to  object  to  any  water  reservations  they  feel  may  adversely  affect 
their  existing  water  uses.  The  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  may  object  to  at  least  some  of  the 
conservation  districts'  reservation  requests.  Along  with  defending  their  reservation  applications,  the 
conservation  districts  intend  to  use  part  of  the  grant  money  to  object  to  the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife 
and  Parks'  water  reservation  application  for  instream  flows. 

The  conservation  districts  will  use  the  funds  to  hire  legal  and  technical  consultants  to  help  them 
during  the  contested  case  hearing  and  to  promote  their  water  reservations  if  they  are  granted. 

The  Uttie  Beaver  Conservation  District  will  be  responsible  for  administering  the  project  with  the 
assistance  of  a  council  comprised  of  members  from  the  1 1  conservation  districts  that  have  applied  to 
reserve  water  in  the  lower  Missouri  basin. 


RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENTT 

The  total  amount  the  conservation  districts  feel  they  need  to  participate  in  the  contested  case 
hearing  process  and  promote  their  reservations  is  $107,400,  and  they  are  requesting  an  $84,700  DNRC 
grant.  The  funds  primarily  would  be  used  for  hiring  the  legal  and  technical  assistance  the  districts  will 
need  for  their  participation  in  the  contested  case  hearing. 

Although  the  districts  will  need  funding  to  adequately  participate  in  the  contested  case  hearing, 
the  amount  they  are  requesting  is  questionable.  For  a  similar  hearing  in  the  Missouri  t»asin  above  Fort 
Peck  Dam,  18  conservation  districts  spent  about  $57,000.  Although  the  districts  felt  this  amount  may 
have  been  inadequate  and  they  envision  hiring  additional  consultants  for  the  lower  basin  hearings,  the 
lower  basin  hearings  likely  will  not  be  as  lengthy  as  the  upper  t)asin  hearings.  For  instance,  (1)  the 
lower  basin  has  only  26  applicants-including  1 1  conservation  districts-as  opposed  to  40  applicants- 
including  18  conservation  districts-in  the  upper  basin;  (2)  the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  has 
applied  to  reserve  instream  flows  on  only  21  stream  reaches  in  the  lower  basin  as  opposed  to  more  than 
250  stream  reaches  in  the  upper  basin;  (3)  the  lower  t)asin  has  fewer  water  right  holders  who  would 
represent  potential  objectors  to  the  water  reservation  applications;  and  (4)  some  of  the  background 
information  the  districts  developed  for  the  upper  basin  hearings  could  be  used  for  the  lower  basin 
hearings  (in  fact,  the  applicant  states  that  some  of  this  previously  gathered  information  will  be  used). 
The  districts  have  not  estimated  the  cost  to  promote  their  reservations  if  the  reservations  are  granted. 
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BENEFIT  ASSESSMEhTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

ENVlRONMEhTTAL  ASSESSMEhTT 

This  grant  will  not  directly  affect  the  environment.   If  the  conservation  districts'  water  reservations 
are  granted  and  developed,  however,  some  adverse  environmental  effects  will  be  caused.  Those  effects 
would  be  analyzed  when  DNRC  develops  an  EIS  for  water  reservation  applications  in  the  lower  Missouri 
basin. 


RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  a  grant  for  the  districts  but  at  an  amount  substantially  less  than  that 
requested,  and  also  with  a  reduced  scope  of  work.  The  recommended  amount  shall  be  used  for  legal 
and  technical  assistance  the  districts  need  to  participate  In  the  contested  case  hearing. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  for  the  reduced  effort  have  been  secured.   DNRC's  EIS  will  address  any  adverse  effects 
caused  by  the  proposed  reservations.  Measures  that  would  reduce  the  identified  adverse  effects  of 
individual  reservations  will  be  determined  through  the  EIS  and  the  Board  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation's  decision  process.  Any  further  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional 
reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those  already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-ddlar 
reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

PROJECT  NO.  37 


APPUCAhTT  NAME  RAVALU  COUNTY 

PROJECT  NAME  Ravalli  County  Vulnerability  Assessment 

AMOUm"  REQUESTED  $88,340  GRANT 

OTHER  FOJNDING  SOURCES  $  4,600  (Ravalli  County) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $92,940 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $88,340  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  "Ravalli  County  Vulnerability  Assessment"  is  proposed  to  delineate  and  map  areas  of  relative 
groundwater  pollution  potential  on  nonfederal  owned  lands  in  Ravalli  County.  The  resulting  pollution 
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potential  maps  will  be  used  as  primary  tools  for  land  use  planning  and  decision-making  on  water-related 
development  issues.   In  addition,  a  site-specific  demonstration  of  the  vulnerability  assessment  will  be 
conducted  in  the  county's  Eightmiie  area. 

Located  In  southwestern  Montana,  Ravalli  County  is  one  of  the  state's  fastest-growing  regions 
and  has  seen  significant  subdivision  and  loss  of  agricultural  lands  during  the  past  decade.  The 
increased  population  density  has  placed  new  demands  on  the  region's  water  resources.   Because  of 
maximum  allocation  and  overallocation  of  water  rights  in  the  past,  new  surface  water  sources  for 
domestic  supply  and  irrigation  are  nonexistent.  As  a  result,  groundwater  is  being  used  as  the  water 
source  to  supply  new  growth. 

Concerns  have  been  raised  throughout  the  county  about  groundwater  quality  and  the  capability 
of  certain  aquifers  to  provide  sustainable  supplies  of  high-quality  water.   Residents  of  areas  such  as  the 
Eightmiie  area  have  begun  questioning  new  development  because  of  concerns  about  protecting 
groundwater. 

This  project  will  give  state  and  local  regulators,  land  use  planners,  and  political  leaders  a 
qualitative  tool  for  evaluating  land  use  suitability  based  on  protecting  groundwater  quality.   Similar 
models  developed  throughout  the  United  States  have  proven  extremely  useful  as  primary  tools  for 
protecting  groundwater  supplies. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  DRASTIC  methodology  was  developed  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  to 
systematically  evaluate  the  groundwater  pollution  potential  of  areas  within  the  United  States  by  using 
existing  information.   DRASTIC  is  an  acronym  for  Depth  to  groundwater.  Recharge,  Aquifer  media.  Soil 
media.  Topography,  Impact  of  vadose  zone,  and  Conductivity.  These  seven  physical  characteristics  are 
considered  factors  that  can  be  mapped,  and  they  form  the  foundation  for  the  DRASTIC  groundwater 
pollution  potential  map. 

The  EPA  also  developed  a  way  to  estimate  a  population's  risk  to  a  groundwater  contamination 
threat.  This  methodology's  acronym,  IMPACT,  stands  for  Inclination  of  the  water  table,  Measured 
horizontal  distance  to  the  point  of  exposure,  Population  exposed,  Application  rate  of  the  contaminant. 
Concentration  of  the  contaminant,  and  Toxicity  of  the  contaminant.  These  parameters  of  impact,  as  they 
are  called  by  the  EPA,  can  be  used  with  DRASTIC  index  values  to  make  a  reasonable  judgment  of  the 
risk  a  certain  population  faces  from  a  specific  contamination  source. 

The  methodology  for  the  DRASTIC  mapping  involves  determining  or  estimating  values  for  the 
seven  parameters  listed  previously  in  each  "operable  unit,"  or  parcel  area  within  the  map,  and  using  a 
numerical  system  that  involves  weights,  ranges,  and  ratings  applied  to  available  data  to  arrive  at  relative 
pollution  potential  values.  The  methodology  has  been  applied  in  many  parts  of  the  country  and 
generally  is  accepted  as  a  way  to  produce  a  useful  tool  (map)  for  planning  the  siting  of  certain  types  of 
development  that  could  affect  groundwater.  These  maps  do  not  replace  the  need  for  on-site 
investigations  and  are  not  intended  to  specifically  site  any  type  of  facility  or  practice.  The  approach 
described  in  the  grant  application  should  produce  a  useful  planning  tool. 

The  IMPACT  analysis  involves  gathering  data  for  the  seven  impact  parameters  for  a  specific 
groundwater  contamination  problem,  and  evaluating  them  by  using  the  DRASTIC  index  value(s)  for  the 
problem  area.  The  inclination  of  the  water  table,  measured  horizontal  distances,  and  population 
exposed  can  be  determined  from  the  maps,  well  log  data,  and  the  population  distribution  data.  The 
application  rate,  concentration,  and  toxicity  of  potential  contaminants  must  either  be  determined  or 
estimated.  The  proposed  approach  does  not  provide  a  detailed  description  of  how  these  determinations 
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would  be  made,  but  it  does  state  that  bacterial  and  chemical  water  samples  would  be  collected  from 
wells  and  analyzed  for  use  as  source  information  for  the  IMPACT  analysis.  Aquifer  tests,  water  level 
measurements,  and  surveyed  well  elevations  should  not  be  required  to  conduct  the  IMPACT  analysis. 

The  proposed  study  includes  a  mass  balance  analysis  of  the  Eightmile  Creek  area  to  determine 
the  aquifer's  capability  of  providing  sustainable  supplies  of  high  quality  water  and  to  determine  trends  In 
water  use  and  aquifer  discharge  and  recharge.  The  proposal  for  this  analysis  is  not  developed 
sufficiently  enough  to  describe  the  analysis'  costs  or  methodologies.  The  number,  distribution,  and 
spacing  of  water  level  measurements  are  not  specified,  nor  are  the  frequency  of  water  level 
measurements  and  the  number  and  spacing  of  aquifer  tests  required.  The  means  to  determine  water 
use  and  aquifer  discharge  and  recharge  trends  by  using  water  level  measurements  taken  over  a  period 
of  one  year  is  not  described  adequately  enough  to  evaluate  whether  the  analysis  would  produce 
meaningful  results. 

The  proposed  study  would  not  require  a  great  deal  of  coordination  or  compliance.  The 
comprehensive  database,  however,  should  be  coordinated  fully  with  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and 
Geology  (MBMG).   If  the  study  is  funded,  this  coordination  should  be  pursued.  The  MBMG  will  soon 
Initiate  a  statewide  groundwater  monitoring  network  and  groundwater  assessments.  This  project's 
proposed  study  area  is  a  high  priority  aquifer  for  the  MBMG  groundwater  assessment  activities.   If 
developed,  the  comprehensive  database  should  conform  to  the  MBMG's  data  requirements  and  should 
be  somewhat  interchangeable  with  the  comprehensive  database  now  being  developed  at  the  MBMG. 
The  MBMG's  current  database  may  even  suffice  for  the  proposed  study's  purpose  or  at  least  serve  as  a 
starting  point  for  such  a  database. 

The  project's  budget  and  schedule  are  reasonable,  with  the  exception  of  the  aquifer  capability 
analysis  for  which  more  details  should  be  provided.  Another  exception  involves  the  lack  of  options  for 
generating  funds  to  conduct  the  study  and  address  the  types  of  problems  said  to  be  taking  place  in  the 
area.  Specifically,  the  county  or  those  parts  of  the  county  experiencing  these  problems  should  consider 
forming  a  water  quality  district  (or  districts).  Assessed  fees  could  generate  funds  for  supporting  this  type 
of  program  and  possibly  could  fund  a  staff  hydrogeologist  to  do  this  work  at  a  substantially  lower  cost 
and  implement  further  activities  to  address  future  problems.  Another  alternative  would  be  hiring  a  part- 
time  or  temporary  employee-possibly  a  graduate  student-to  do  many  of  the  tasks  under  a 
hydrogeologist's  direction  to  reduce  overall  costs. 

RNANCiAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project's  total  cost  is  $92,940.  Adequate  funds  to  complete  the  DRASTIC  and  IMPACT 
studies  would  be  generated,  and  the  work  would  be  funded  by  the  DNRC  grant  (95  percent)  and  by 
Ravalli  County  (5  percent).   DNRC's  $88,340  grant  would  pay  for  contract  administration  costs  of  $7,440; 
technical  salaries  of  $72,000;  and  associated  technical  costs  of  $6,900  (including  supplies,  copying, 
printing,  aquifer  test  materials,  and  water  level  data  materials).  The  use  of  the  additional  $2,000  was  not 
identified.  Whether  the  study  would  produce  meaningful  results  on  the  Eightmile  area  aquifer's  capability 
to  provide  sustainable  yields  of  high  quality  water  within  the  proposed  budget  and  time  frame  is 
questionable. 

BENEFTT  ASSESSMENTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 
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This  project's  products  would  provide  a  significant  tool  for  managing  and  protecting  water 
resources.  The  project  is  supported  by  Ravalli  County  and  would  provide  benefits  to  the  county's 
residents,  provided  it  is  used  by  planning  staff  after  it  is  finished. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  study  would  produce  positive  environmental  effects  if  its  results  are  used  by 
planning  and  resource  agencies;  no  negative  environmental  impacts  are  expected. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured.  Any  changes  in  the  proposed  scope  of  worl<  would  require 
preparation  of  a  checklist  to  determine  whether  those  changes  would  cause  adverse  impacts.  Measures 
to  reduce  any  impacts  identified  through  such  a  review  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and 
incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  i 

proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount.  | 

Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those  already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar  I 

reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant.  i 

PROJECT  NO.  38 

APPUCANT  NAME  YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY  i 

PROJECT  NAME  Shepherd  Rural  Water  System  Development-Feasibility 

Study  ] 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT  I 

OTHER  FOJNDING  SOURCES  None 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $100,000  | 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $  85,000  GRANT  | 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

A  feasibility  study  will  be  conducted  that  includes  preliminary  design  and  cost  estinnates  I 

adequate  for  funding  final  plans  and  construction  of  a  water  distribution  system  for  the  proposed  I 

Shepherd  area/Yellowstone  County  Water  and  Sewer  District  for  rural  domestic  and  other  uses.  The  I 

Billings  Bench  Water  Association  Canal  will  serve  as  the  principal  source  of  water  that  will  be  treated  and  j 

distributed  to  rural  residents  in  the  Shepherd  area.   Nearly  1 ,500  people  now  reside  in  this  fast-growing  I 

area.  Initial  conceptual  designs  are  based  on  a  future  population  of  3,500  people,  with  an  average  use  I 

of  150  gallons  per  capita  per  day.  ] 

I 

Water  quality  is  the  area's  principal  water  supply  problem.   Most  of  the  people  depend  on  wells, 
and  several  users  are  forced  to  haul  water  from  area  treatment  plants.  As  the  population  grows,  water  r 
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quality  is  expected  to  degrade,  and  tiealth  hazards  will  be  a  primary  concern.  The  public  school  system 
^  depends  on  a  number  of  wells  for  its  supply,  one  of  which  has  been  closed  by  the  Department  of  Health 

and  Environmental  Sciences  because  of  potential  health  hazards  from  its  continued  use.  The  school 
currently  is  required  to  test  five  wells  each  month,  and  new  1993  regulations  will  include  further  testing 
and  safer  guidelines  to  ensure  safe  water  for  the  school.  The  school  will  be  chlorinating  Its  water  supply 
by  the  time  the  1993  school  year  begins. 

Adequate  flows  for  firefighting  also  are  limited,  which  increases  the  area's  insurance  rates. 

Funding  from  federal  or  state  loans  and  federal  (Pick-Sloan)  grants  are  anticipated  for  this 
project. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEMT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  engineering  work  by  HKfwl  Associates  to  date  has  been  performed  on  a  preliminary,  "for 
your  information"  basis  and  has  done  little  more  than  document  the  problem  and  provide  an  early 
discussion  of  several  alternatives.  A  formal  report  has  not  been  prepared,  and  no  estimate  of  any 
alternative  construction  costs  has  been  made  public. 

The  existing  water  system  is  made  up  of  private  wells.  As  shown  by  a  letter  from  the 
Yellowstone  Conservation  District  and  two  years  of  monitoring  and  sampling,  many  of  the  existing 
drinking  water  wells  do  not  meet  current  water  standards,  and  several  area  residents  haul  their  drinking 
water.  The  area  wells'  water  quality  has  been  well-documented. 

As  the  proposal  states,  the  project's  goals  and  objectives  involve  evaluating  the  feasibility  of 
^  using  the  Billings  Bench  Water  Association  Canal  as  the  Shepherd  area's  water  source.  The  study 

^         should  evaluate  other  options  so  that  a  cost-versus-benefit  evaluation  can  be  done  and  an  appropriate 
final  recommendation  can  be  made. 

With  a  projected  area  growth  rate  of  1,500  to  3,500  residents,  a  large  water  source  is  required. 
The  Billings  Bench  Water  Association  Canal  appears  to  be  a  viable  option  that  should  be  investigated 
further.  A  better  quality  of  water,  a  larger  quantity  of  water,  and  increased  fire  protection  for  the 
Shepherd  area  would  result  from  this  project. 

The  requested  funding  will  pay  for  a  feasibility  study.  Preliminary  alternatives  include  (1) 
individual  well  and  private  treatment;  (2)  treating  and  pumping  water  from  the  Yellowstone  River;  and  (3) 
hauling  water  from  a  treated  source.  These  options  were  mentioned  briefly  and  appear  to  be  costly  and 
less  desirable  by  the  county. 

As  described,  the  project  will  serve  as  the  preliminary  engineering  and  planning  document  to  be 
used  for  funding  applications  and  final  design.  The  feasibility  study's  purpose  is  to  provide  the  required 
documentation  for  proceeding  with  "a  best  alternative  scenario"  and  securing  funding  for  final 
engineering  and  construction. 

From  preliminary  data  and  engineering,  the  proposed  system-if  proven  both  technically  and 
financially  feasible-will  solve  the  Shepherd  area's  problem.  Although  little  technical  documentation  was 
provided  in  the  application,  the  approach  appears  viable.  Also,  no  documentation  was  provided 
regarding  in  regard  to  direct  pumping  of  Yellowstone  River  water. 

The  prime  "players"  appear  to  support  doing  something  about  the  area's  poor  water  quality.  The 
1 ,500  cun-ent  residents  of  Yellowstone  County,  Shepherd  area  developers,  and  the  Billings  Bench  Water 
%       Association  should  greatly  benefit  from  this  project.  A  portion  of  the  costs  associated  with  the  feasibility 
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study  in  the  form  of  a  direct  cash  contribution  or  repayment  of  a  loan  debt  by  these  groups  for  a  portion 
of  the  feasibility  study  may  be  appropriate. 

An  election  was  held  recently  to  establish  the  Shepherd  Rural  Water  District,  but  the  election 
failed.  The  Yellowstone  County  Commissioners  have  indicated  that  they  will  proceed  with  the  DNRC 
grant  application  and  the  feasibility  study. 

All  compliance  issues  would  be  addressed  in  the  feasibility  study.  The  schedule  to  prepare  the 
feasibility  study  appears  adequate.  A  funding  delay  would  neither  reduce  the  project's  benefits  nor 
increase  engineering  and  future  construction  costs. 

RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

All  the  funding  for  the  feasibility  study  is  being  requested  from  DNRC.   Costs  for  administration, 
travel,  and  communications  appear  high.  DNRC's  $100,000  grant  would  be  used  to  pay  $20,500  for 
project  administration,  including  $17,000  for  salaries,  $1,500  for  communications,  $1,000  for  supplies, 
and  $1 ,000  for  travel;  and  $79,500  for  consulting  fees,  including  $70,000  for  salaries,  $1 ,364  for  travel, 
$4,636  for  communications,  $2,000  for  printing,  and  $1 ,500  for  supplies.  Final  engineering  and 
construction  funding  will  be  based  on  the  recommendation  presented  in  this  study. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 


DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

Area  water  quality  would  be  improved  through  the  management,  development,  and  use  of 
available  surface  water.  The  project  will  evaluate  resen/ed  water  right  use  on  the  Billings  Bench  Water 
Association  Canal  and  on  the  Yellowstone  River.  The  project  will  be  a  multi-use  project  that,  if  built 
similar  to  that  indicated  in  this  proposal,  will  enhance  both  the  environment  and  economy  of  Montana. 

The  area's  growth  potential  is  associated  directly  with  quality  drinking  water.   If  this  project  is 
constructed,  the  management,  development,  use,  and  reclamation  of  the  targeted  surface  water  source 
will  be  improved. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

This  project  is  a  feasibility  study  and,  from  reviewing  the  technical  work  outlined  in  the  proposal, 
no  direct  effects  on  the  physical  or  human  environment  are  expected.  Direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
effects  may  result  from  the  development  of  a  system  itself.  The  feasibility  study  should  address  the 
potential  for  adverse  impacts  as  part  of  any  system  design  considerations.  Some  level  of  public 
involvement  would  benefit  the  design  of  a  system  that  would  meet  area  needs  and  would  provide  the 
degree  of  support  needed  for  further  project  development. 
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RECX)MMENDATION 

Up  to  $85,000,  or  85  percent  of  the  study  cost-whichever  is  less-will  be  provided  in  grant  funds. 
These  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after  at  least  15 
percent  in  matching  funds  has  been  secured  from  the  Billings  Bench  Water  Association  or  others  who 
will  directly  benefit  from  the  study.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional 
reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

PROJECT  NO.  39 

APPUGANTT  NAME  MONTANA  STATE  UNIVERSITY 

PROJECT  NAME  The  Layperson's  Guide  to  Montana  Water  Law 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $31 ,740  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $23,350  (Montana  State  University) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $55,090 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $31,740  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  purpose  of  this  project  is  to  write,  edit,  and  publish  a  document  that  explains  Montana  water 
law.  The  document  will  be  titled  The  Layperson's  Guide  to  Montana  Water  Law:  a  text  and  guide  for  the 
people  of  l^ontana.   Its  intended  audience  includes  farmers,  ranchers,  townspeople,  environmentalists, 
and  others  interested  in  using  and  developing  water.  Source  material  for  the  document  will  include  but 
not  be  limited  to  Montana  Code  Annotated  statutes,  selected  water  law  cases,  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  and  Conservation  materials,  and  interviews  with  lawyers  and  judges.  The  general  format  will 
focus  on  a  history  of  Montana  water  law,  changes  in  the  law,  the  present  situation,  adjudication,  water 
reservations,  protecting  existing  rights,  acquiring  new  rights,  water  right  transfers,  legal  remedies,  the 
Montana  state  water  plan,  and  future  directions. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  purpose  of  this  application  is  to  prepare  a  document  that  will  provide  the  state's  citizens 
with  knowledge  about  Montana  water  law.   Several  past  publications  that  were  written  to  provide  this 
information  were  reviewed  but,  for  one  reason  or  another,  were  determined  either  outdated,  too  narrow 
in  focus,  or  unsuitable  for  a  general  audience. 

The  applicant  is  qualified  and  capable  of  producing  the  proposed  document.  The  question 
about  this  approach  is  whether  publishing  a  document  will  be  sufficient  in  itself  to  achieve  the  stated 
goal.  The  proposed  document  certainly  would  prove  useful  in  addressing  the  identified  problem,  but 
whether  it  would  solve  the  problem  in  and  of  itself  is  questionable. 

The  application  does  not  address  any  alternatives  for  educating  the  public  about  Montana  water 
law.   Other  water  education  efforts  are  ongoing,  such  as  the  water  rights  workshops  sponsored  by  the 
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Montana  Watercourse.  However,  a  number  of  other  agencies  and  interests  active  in  public  education 
about  Montana  water  resource  management  apparently  were  not  contacted.  Perhaps  they  could  have 
contributed  toward  a  more  comprehensive  plan  for  addressing  the  problem,  part  of  which  could  have 
been  the  publication  of  a  document  such  as  that  suggested  under  this  proposal. 

The  application  does  not  provide  any  plans  for  marketing  and  distributing  the  proposed 
publication.  The  assumption  is  made  that  people  are  greatly  interested  in  and  demanding  such  a 
publication.  Without  a  more  detailed  plan  for  marketing  and  distribution,  however,  this  proposed 
document  is  unlikely  to  solve  the  problem. 

The  proposal  would  have  benefitted  from  attempting  to  coordinate  the  proposed  effort  with  other 
ongoing  educational  efforts.   No  legal  hurdles  were  identified  that  might  hamper  completion  of  the 
project,  and  the  time  line  appears  reasonable. 

The  budget  seems  heavily  weighted  toward  personal  services.  With  improved  coordination,  the 
proposed  legal  review  and  editorial  services  probably  could  be  provided  at  a  reduced  or  even  no  cost. 
The  low  printing  costs  ($2.50/1 00-page  document)  indicate  that  the  document  will  be  of  a  relatively  low 
quality.   No  costs  were  assigned  for  distributing  the  document. 


RNANCtAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  application's  budget  shows  that  the  university  would  spend  $1 ,900  on  equipment, 
communications,  supplies,  travel,  and  computer  costs.  The  university  also  would  pay  technical  costs  of 
$21 ,450,  including  salaries  and  benefits.  A  $31 ,740  DNRC  grant  is  requested  to  pay  the  remaining 
technical  costs,  including  $28,740  for  salaries,  $2,500  for  printing,  and  $500  for  indirect  costs. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenA^ise-cun-ently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  proposal  indirectly  supports  recommendations  in  the  State  Water  Plan's  'Agricultural  Water 
Use  Efficiency"  section  that  relate  to  public  education  and  could  provide  some  water  conservation, 
management,  and  protection  benefits  if  the  document  succeeds  in  better  educating  the  public  about 
Montana  water  law.  The  proposal  did  not  include  any  documented  citizen  support. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

No  direct  environmental  impacts  are  expected  from  this  proposal. 


RECX)MMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  to  recover  all  or  part  of  the  project's  cost,  the 
project  is  considered  to  have  limited  "payback  capability"  and  therefore  must  provide  additional  matching 
funds  to  the  extent  possible.   DNRC  recommends  a  grant  up  to  $31 ,740  to  be  negotiated  based  on  the 
project  sponsor's  ability  to  generate  revenue  from  sales  of  the  document. 


University  indirect  costs  and  university  saiaries  included  in  iegislativeiy  approved  university 
budgets  and  autinorized  in  a  1994-95  appropriations  bill  shall  not  be  reimbursed  with  grant  funds. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  the  sale  price  for  the  publication  has  been  established.  Any 
reduction  in  the  scope  of  worl<  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount.  Any  funds 
received  from  sales  of  the  document  or  sources  other  than  those  already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar- 
for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 


PROJECT  NO.  40 


APPUCANrr  NAME 
PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUNT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FOJNDING  SOURCES 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
^         AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 


HILL  COUNTY 

Salinity  Control  Project 

$   100,000  GRANT 

$  180,000  (Department  of  Transportation) 

$  100,000  (Hill  County) 

$  200,000  (Salinity  Control  District) 

$  420,000  (Federal  matching  funds-unconfirmed) 

$1,000,000 

$    50,000  GRANT 
$    50,000  LOAN 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  proposed  project  involves  constructing  a  drainage  system  to  remove  surface  runoff  in  the 
fairgrounds/shopping  mall/industrial  parl<  area  immediately  west  of  the  city  of  Havre.  The  area  suffers 
from  an  acute  saline  seep  problem  that  threatens  to  mal<e  much  of  the  land  unsuitable  for  any  use, 
which  would  produce  devastating  economic  and  environmental  impacts.  The  project  will  be  funded  by  a 
variety  of  sources,  including  the  Department  of  Transportation,  Hill  County,  and  other  federal  and  state 
agencies.  The  feasibility  of  creating  a  salinity  control  district  also  will  be  investigated. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  city  of  Havre  has  experienced  salinity  problems  in  the  past.  Because  of  development  in  the 
town's  western  section,  the  placement  of  fill,  and  lawn-watering,  the  groundwater  flow  has  been  altered 
and  inhibited.  This  situation  has  caused  high  water  tables,  especially  near  the  town's  western  edge.  The 
high  water  tables  cause  surface  seeps  that  contain  high  salt  concentrations.   Hill  County  has  proposed 
building  a  surface  water  collection  system  to  reduce  infiltration  during  times  of  high  precipitation. 
Reducing  this  infiltration  will  help  prevent  the  high  water  tables  that  cause  the  saline  seeps.  This  project 
was  developed  from  recommendations  proposed  by  the  Montana  Salinity  Control  Association,  and 
several  surface  water  collection  systems  were  evaluated  as  options.  The  proposal's  intent  is  to  build 
part  of  the  collection  system  and  add  the  rest  as  funds  become  available. 
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The  Montana  Salinity  Control  Association  also  recommended  the  following  options,  which  the 
proposal  did  not  address: 

(1)  All  asphalt  must  remain  sealed  to  prevent  runoff  percolation.  Periodic  maintenance 
would  be  needed. 

(2)  Snow  removal  practices  should  be  modified  to  prevent  meltwater  from  soaking  into  the 
soil  or  pavement. 

(3)  All  areas  that  have  been  altered  or  those  void  of  vegetation  should  be  seeded  to 
perennial  forages  or  planted  to  trees  and  shrubs.  Technical  assistance  is  available  from 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  or  the  Montana  Salinity  Control  Association  to  determine 
the  most  appropriate  species. 

(4)  Develop  irrigation  water  management  practices  wherever  lawns  are  being  watered. 
Current  practices  must  be  monitored  closely  to  prevent  over-irrigation. 

The  surface  water  collection  system  involves  installing  drop  inlets  and  reinforced  concrete  pipe 
along  Highway  2  in  the  western  part  of  Havre.  Once  outside  the  city  limits,  the  collected  water  will  be 
placed  in  a  lined  outfall  ditch.  This  system  is  Intended  to  collect  surface  runoff  and  was  designed  for  the 
five-year  return  precipitation  event.  The  collected  runoff  ultimately  will  be  discharged  into  Beaver  Creek, 
which  is  a  Milk  River  tributary.  As  part  of  the  collection  system,  a  subsurface  drainage  system  also  has 
been  proposed  to  collect  groundwater  from  an  area  with  a  chronic  high  water  table.   Most  of  the 
pipeline  will  be  placed  in  existing  rights  of  way,  but  permanent  easements  for  access  to  Beaver  Creek 
will  be  required. 

This  project  is  intended  to  coincide  with  a  Department  of  Transportation  safety  project  for 
Highway  2  planned  during  1993,  which  will  save  money  for  the  proposed  project.  The  proposed  project 
also  will  benefit  the  Department  of  Transportation's  project  with  its  improvements  to  the  drainage  system 
along  Highway  2. 

Because  of  the  subsurface  water's  saline  nature,  the  subsurface  drainage  system  will  require  a 
Montana  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (MPDES)  permit  from  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences'  Water  Quality  Bureau.  Water  samples  from  the  proposed  subsurface  drain  area 
must  be  submitted  to  the  Water  Quality  Bureau.  After  examining  those  samples  and  any  other 
information  it  receives,  the  Water  Quality  Bureau  will  either  grant  or  deny  the  MPDES  permit.   If  the 
Water  Quality  Bureau  denies  the  permit,  the  subsurface  drainage  system  will  have  to  be  abandoned. 
However,  removing  this  component  from  the  project  will  not  render  the  rest  of  the  project  useless. 

RNANCIAL  ASSESSMEm- 

The  project  appears  economically  feasible  and  the  benefits  warrant  funding.  Hill  County  is 
requesting  a  $100,000  grant,  or  10  percent  of  the  project's  proposed  $1  million  cost.  The  Department  of 
Transportation  is  expected  to  contribute  $180,000,  the  Salinity  Control  District  will  contribute  $200,000 
and  Hill  County  has  committed  $100,000  in  in-kind  services.  However,  Hill  County  is  still  trying  to  secure 
$620,000  of  the  $1  million  total  project  cost  and  will  not  know  the  status  of  those  funds  until  early 
September  1992.   Funding  also  is  somewhat  dependent  on  the  formation  of  a  salinity  control  district. 

The  collection  system  was  designed  for  a  five-year  return  event.  Part  of  the  collection  system  is 
located  within  the  Department  of  Transportation's  right  of  way,  and  the  department  typically  requires  any 
collection  facilities  within  its  right  of  way  to  be  designed  for  the  50-year  event.  If  Hill  County  is  required 
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to  increase  the  size  of  its  pipelines  and  outfall  ditch  to  accommodate  the  50-year  event  requirement, 
project  costs  would  increase  substantially. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-cun-ently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  project  will  improve  and  reclaim  water  in  Havre  and  the  local  vicinity  by  reducing  saline 
seeps.   Havre  residents,  businesses,  and  local  farm  lands  now  adversely  affected  by  saline  seeps  will 
benefit  from  the  project.   Local  businesses  will  benefit  by  their  structures  not  suffering  water  damage 
from  saline  seeps,  which  are  detrimental  to  building  foundations  and  paved  surfaces.   Because  land  is 
difficult  to  develop  in  saline  seep  areas,  the  reduction  of  saline  seeps  will  allow  development  in  Havre  to 
continue. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project  would  cause  direct  surface  disturbances  during  construction  that  would  result  in 
short-term  environmental  effects.  These  effects  would  be  minor  since  much  of  the  proposed  project 
would  be  constructed  within  road  rights  of  way.   Indirect  effects  would  more  likely  be  long-term.  This 
project,  in  conjunction  with  other  planned  efforts,  would  reduce  saline  seep  problems  in  a  particular  area 
of  Havre.  Those  efforts  may  make  the  area  more  attractive  for  residential  and  commercial  building 
construction  with  attendant  impacts  on  land  use.  The  proposed  project  would  benefit  area  groundwater, 
soils,  and  vegetation.  The  discharge  of  sediment  and  other  contaminants  collected  in  the  surface  runoff, 
however,  could  cause  diminished  water  quality  in  Beaver  Creek. 

If  the  proposed  project  is  funded,  an  environmental  assessment  may  be  necessary.  This  review 
would  determine  the  potential  for  water  quality  impacts  from  the  discharge  of  collected  water.  The 
review  also  should  incorporate  any  appropriate  environmental  analysis  done  by  the  Department  of 
Transportation  as  part  of  its  highway  safety  project.  An  environmental  assessment  may  recommend 
necessary  changes  in  the  project's  scope  or  in  the  approach  taken  to  implement  the  project. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenue  to  recover  the  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.  DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $50,000.  DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  all 
matching  funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  determined  that  the  project  complies  with  the 
Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA).  Any  MEPA  requirements  for  reducing  adverse  impacts 
identified  through  the  environmental  review  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated 
as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work. 


A  more  significant  amount  of  matching  funds  may  be  needed  to  complete  tliis  project  if  the 
Department  of  Transportation  requires  the  collection  system  to  be  designed  for  the  50-year  event  in  the 
highway  right  of  way.  Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  before  any  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also 
shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement. 

After  final  designs  are  approved  and  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a 
breakdown  of  specific  construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment. 

Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

PROJECT  NO.  41 

APPUCANT  NAME  ROOSEVELT  COUNTY  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Recreation  Enhancement  of  Missouri  River 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  Unknown 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  Undetermined 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $  7,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT 

This  project  is  proposed  to  gain  accessibility  to  the  Missouri  River  from  three  sites  located 
between  Fort  Peck  Dam  and  the  North  Dakota  border.  This  stretch  of  the  Missouri  River  currently  has 
no  boat  ramps  and  is  considered  an  untapped  resource  that,  when  opened  to  the  public,  will  be  enjoyed 
by  fishermen,  canoeists,  floaters,  water  skiers,  and  others. 

In  conjunction  with  the  ramp  sites,  the  need  for  overnight  campsites  also  is  a  project  goal.   In 
the  past,  the  Missouri  River's  downstream  areas  have  not  allowed  the  development  of  recreational 
facilities.  If  one,  two,  or  all  three  ramp  sites  are  allowed  to  be  constructed,  some  objectives  of  opening 
up  access  to  the  river  could  be  met. 

The  requested  funding  will  be  used  primarily  to  purchase  or  lease  prospective  sites,  road  work, 
boat  ramps,  toilet  facilities,  picnic  tables,  and  parking  areas.  The  area's  civic  organizations 
overwhelmingly  support  the  project,  and  part  of  the  actual  construction  can  take  place  with  help  from 
many  of  these  groups.  Interest  and  support  has  been  shown  by  the  area  Chambers  of  Commerce, 
Lion's  clubs,  FFA  organizations.  Boy  Scouts,  women's  clubs,  Walleyes  Unlimited,  and  Rod  and  Gun 
clubs. 

The  Roosevelt  County  Conservation  District  feels  that  the  merits  of  this  type  of  undertaking  are 
obvious.  Without  it,  the  Missouri  River  will  continue  to  flow  by  the  communities  of  Wolf  Point,  Poplar, 
and  Culbertson,  and  the  area's  outdoorsmen  will  be  prohibited  from  gaining  access  to  it. 
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TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  area  of  the  Missouri  River  between  the  confluence  with  the  Milk  River  below  Fort  Peck  Dam 
and  Fort  Buford  (the  confluence  with  the  Yellowstone  River)  currently  sees  little  recreational  use.  This 
use  probably  is  restricted  by  the  lack  of  public  access  and  the  lack  of  public  information  on  Missouri 
River  recreational  opportunities.  This  165-mile  stretch  of  the  river  has  no  public  boat  ramps  or  overnight 
riverfront  recreation  areas.  The  city  of  Wolf  Point  operates  Lewis  and  Clark  Park,  the  only  public 
campground/picnic  area/boat  access  site  on  this  stretch  of  the  river.  This  park  has  been  partially 
closed  because  of  local  financial  reasons. 

The  Roosevelt  County  Conservation  District  believes  there  is  a  large  opportunity  to  expand  the 
river's  recreation  use  and  provide  local  economic  development  through  a  system  of  river  access  sites. 
The  district  has  begun  organizing  local  support  for  the  project  but  has  not  secured  other  funds.  The 
district  estimates  that  up  to  5,000  people  would  use  the  river  access  system  during  its  first  year  of 
operation. 

Although  a  project  budget  has  not  been  developed,  the  bulk  of  the  grant  funds  presumably 
would  be  used  for  construction  and  acquiring  land  easements.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  provided 
generic  design  information,  but  no  land  easement  proposals  or  site  design  information  are  available  to 
develop  reasonable  project  costs. 

The  Roosevelt  County  Conservation  District  would  administer  the  grant,  but  whoever  would  hold 
land  easements  and  titles  would  supervise  capital  improvement  construction  and  provide  long-term 
system  operation  and  maintenance  is  not  known  at  this  time.  Ongoing  nnaintenance  of  the  access  sites 
was  not  addressed  In  the  application,  although  80  percent  of  the  long-term  cost  of  recreation  site 
development  typically  is  used  for  site  operation  and  maintenance.  Because  other  funding  sources  are 
not  known  at  this  time,  no  schedule  has  been  set  for  site  development. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project's  total  estimated  cost  is  unknown  but,  according  to  rough  Corps  of  Engineers 
estimates,  likely  would  amount  to  at  least  $400,000.  A  $100,000  grant  is  being  requested  from  DNRC. 
Other  financial  support  would  need  to  be  provided  by  cooperating  organizations.  Because  a  proposed 
budget  has  not  been  developed,  the  amount  of  the  grant  that  would  be  allocated  for  capital  costs,  labor 
costs,  administration,  or  ongoing  maintenance  cannot  be  determined. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwlse-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  notable  tangible  benefits  to  the  region  along  with  local 
economic  benefits,  and  It  would  Implement  the  "1991  Governor's  Roundtable  on  Fort  Peck  and  the 
Missouri  River"  goal  of  improved  recreation  access  and  facilities.  The  project  would  substantially  expand 
the  recreational  availability  of  the  lower  Missouri  River  waterway  to  the  region's  citizens  and  would  attract 
some  tourists  from  outside  the  area.  The  future  recreational  use  of  these  sites  is  projected  at  5,000 
annual  visitors.   Some  local  support  has  been  given  to  this  project,  although  no  groups  have  provided 
any  funding.  The  Fort  Peck  Advisory  Council  and  the  Missouri  River  Development  Group  may  be  able  to 
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help  develop  project  benefits. 

ENVIRONMENTTAL  ASSESSMENT 

No  major  environmental  impacts  are  expected  from  project  construction,  but  the  individual 
developed  sites  could  be  affected  by  site  construction  and  water  and  sewage  system  operation.   Some 
cumulative  impacts  could  result  from  the  river's  additional  recreation  use.  The  Roosevelt  County 
Conservation  District  shall  obtain  all  required  permits  and  may  find  during  that  process  that  an 
environmental  assessment  is  required.  Any  unexpected  adverse  environmental  impacts  may  require 
revising  the  project's  scope  of  work. 

RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  a  $7,000  grant  with  a  100  percent  match  from  other  sources.  The  grant 
would  be  provided  for  developing  a  strategic  plan  for  the  river  corridor  and  to  set  out  priorities  for  the 
river's  recreational  development;  It  would  fund  a  one-year  planning  period.   Roosevelt  County 
Conservation  District  would  have  the  opportunity  to  reformulate  its  grant  proposal  to  implement  the 
strategic  plan. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  any  environmental  review  neieded  to  acquire  state  or  federal  permits 
has  been  undertaken.  Any  requirements  for  reducing  adverse  impacts  identified  in  the  review  shall  be 
stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  Any 
reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 


PROJECT  NO.  42 

APPUCANT  NAME  FORT  SHAW  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  Study 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $50,000  GRANT 

OTHER  RJNDING  SOURCES  None 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $50,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $50,000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  project  proposes  a  related  fish  and  wildlife,  farm  budget,  engineering  cost  estimate,  and 
environmental  assessment  study  to  be  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  The  benefits  of 
the  study  would  be  realized  from  installing  the  proposed  diversion  pipe  from  the  main  canal  of  the  Fort 
Shaw  Irrigation  Project  to  the  "A"  system  drop.  This  would  enable  the  Fort  Shaw  Irrigation  District  to  be 
more  efficient  in  its  diversions,  and  it  also  would  help  downstream  water  quality. 
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TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

According  to  the  application,  the  proposed  study  is  a  prerequisite  for  obtaining  a  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Reciamation  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  (R&B)  loan.   Fort  Shaw  Irrigation  District  has  submitted 
another  grant  request  for  $50,000  to  cost-share  the  R&B  loan.  The  water  source  is  the  Sun  River  in 
central  Montana. 

The  application  provides  only  general  information  about  how  the  feasibility  study  will  be 
conducted.  Specifically  what  will  be  studied  is  not  indicated,  and  no  description  of  the  process, 
procedure,  schedule,  or  implementation  of  the  study  is  provided.  All  that  is  stated  is  that  the  study  will 
be  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Reciamation. 

The  application  does  outline  the  study  report's  contents,  although  the  standards  that  would  be 
used  to  define  the  study  and  its  results  are  not  identified.  The  application  does  not  indicate  whether  the 
study  would  address  deficiencies  if  it  were  found  that  the  system  does  not  comply  with  specific 
standards.   In  general,  little  infomiation  is  provided  about  the  study.   Most  of  the  infomnation  focuses  on 
the  irrigation  project  itself  or  the  proposed  pipeline's  installation. 

The  applicant  has  submitted  another  grant  application  this  year  for  $50,000  to  cost-share 
construction  of  the  project  for  which  this  study  is  proposed. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  $50,000  requested  would  be  used  to  pay  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  conduct  the  ! 

feasibility  study.  The  Fort  Shaw  irrigation  District  will  provide  in-l<ind  sen/ices  for  the  secretarial  and  ! 

^        communication  costs  associated  with  administering  the  grant  but  no  figures  are  given. 

Information  obtained  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  through  personal  communications 
indicates  that  $50,000  is  an  insufficient  amount  to  conduct  the  study  proposed  in  this  application.  The  | 

Bureau  indicated  the  cost  would  be  approximately  $150,000  to  $200,000  because  of  recently  added  | 

federal  requirements  for  these  types  of  studies. 

BENEFTT  ASSESSMENT  \ 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 

found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  nnanage,  | 

or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or  j 

replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-cun-ently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources.  | 

The  proposed  study  pertains  to  a  project  that  would  indirectly  support  State  Water  Plan 
objectives  through  the  improved  distribution  of  water  to  the  in-igation  system.  The  objectives  supported 
include  improved  water  use  and  conveyance  efficiency.  The  project  also  involves  family-owned  farms. 

The  proposal  does  not  initiate  the  use  of  reserved  water  or  help  resolve  Indian  or  federal 
reserved  water  rights,  it  involves  a  feasibility  study  for  a  project  that  could  involve  some  water 
conservation.  Only  local  support  and  benefits  are  associated  with  this  proposal. 
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ENMRONMEm-AL  ASSESSMEm" 

Direct  effects  on  the  environment  from  conducting  the  study  would  be  limited.   Indirect  and 
cumulative  effects  could  be  caused  if  the  study  determined  that  installing  the  "A"  diversion  structures  was 
feasible.  These  effects  would  have  to  be  addressed  before  any  structures  are  constructed. 

The  proposed  feasibility  study  should  include  an  environmental  assessment  of  the  impacts 
associated  with  the  proposed  project  and  any  alternatives. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Grant  funds  for  the  study  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget. 
Any  requirements  needed  to  reduce  identified  adverse  impacts  to  low  levels  shall  be  stipulated  in  the 
project  agreement  to  conduct  the  feasibility  study  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  The  scope  of 
work  will  be  developed  from  a  more  detailed  description  of  the  study  procedures  and  implementation 
plan  that  will  be  submitted  by  the  project  sponsor.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will  require  a 
proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount. 

Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those  already  Identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar 
reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

PROJECT  NQ.  43 

APPUCANT  NAME  DODSON  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Improving  Water  Use  Efficiency  through  Canal  and 

Pump 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $  62,895  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  63,383 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 26,278 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $  31 ,569  GRANT 

$31,326  LOAN 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  project  is  proposed  to  replace  3,900  feet  of  old  canal  with  1 ,400  feet  of  plastic  pipe  to 
eliminate  seepage  from  the  canal  and  conserve  water.  The  proposed  replacement  of  two  energy- 
efficient  pumps  also  would  conserve  electricity.  Installing  the  proposed  project  would  provide  an 
improved  water  supply  and  benefits  for  the  next  40  to  50  years  for  the  Dodson  Irrigation  District  and 
others. 
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TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  Dodson  Irrigation  District  is  comprised  of  1,005  acres  located  in  northcentral  Montana.  Tiie 
district  pumps  water  from  a  Malta  Irrigation  District  canal  supplied  with  water  from  the  Milk  River. 
Rehabilitating  the  irrigation  district  is  part  of  an  overall  plan  to  rehabilitate  the  entire  Milk  River  basin 
irrigation  system. 

Technical  information  about  the  pumps  and  pipeline  design  and  specifications  is  provided,  but 
the  application  does  not  indicate  a  reason  for  the  problem.   It  says  that  the  main  problem  to  be  solved 
by  the  proposed  project  is  an  inadequate  water  supply  delivered  to  the  district's  water  users.  Although 
Implied  in  the  application  that  the  canal  section  to  be  replaced  by  the  pipeline  contributes  significantly 
toward  this  problem,  insufficient  documentation  is  provided.  The  soils  information  in  the  application 
indicates  that  seepage  should  not  be  excessive  in  this  canal  section  since  water  percolation  in  these 
soils  is  rated  as  slow. 

According  to  the  application,  efficiency  of  the  new  pumps  (85  to  90  percent)  would  be  10  to  15 
percent  greater  than  that  of  the  existing  pumps.  This  should  provide  energy  use  savings  of 
approximately  10,000  kwh  (kilowatt  hours)  per  year  based  on  the  use  figures  provided.   If  the  new 
pumps  provide  any  increase  In  flow  rate,  water  rights  must  be  obtained. 

RNANCiAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project's  total  cost  is  $126,278.  The  district's  $62,895  grant  request  includes  $238 
for  associate  administrative  costs  (communications,  supplies,  travel,  contingencies);  $2,850  for  salaries 
and  benefits;  $9,200  for  labor;  $13,800  for  equipment;  $200  for  land  easement  acquisition;  $31,170  for 
materials;  and  $5,437  for  contingencies.  The  Dodson  Irrigation  District  will  contribute  $237  for 
associated  administrative  costs  (communications,  supplies,  travel,  contingencies);  $2,850  for  salaries  and 
benefits;  $453  for  associated  professional  costs;  $9,200  for  labor;  $13,833  for  equipment;  $200  for  land 
easement  acquisition;  $31,170  for  materials;  and  $5,440  for  contingencies. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  expressed  concern  that  the  project  cost  may  be 
disproportionaily  high  to  the  value  of  the  land  and  the  crops  grown.  The  water  user  contribution  would 
be  $63  per  acre.  A  cost/benefit  analysis  should  be  conducted  to  determine  the  feasibility. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Putjiic  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  project  indirectly  supports  State  Water  Plan  objectives  with  at  least  some  water  conveyance 
efficiency  improvement  through  replacing  the  canal  section  with  a  pipeline  and  more  efficient  water 
diversion  with  more  efficient  pumps.  The  objectives  supported  include  improved  water  use  and 
conveyance  efficiencies.  The  project  involves  family-owned  fanns  and  possibly  protects  some  farm  land. 

The  application  states  that  water  will  be  conserved,  but  no  quantity  is  indicated  to  determine 
whether  the  amount  would  be  significant  enough  to  help  resolve  Indian  or  federal  reserved  water  rights 
in  the  basin. 


120 


Some  conservation  should  be  evident  with  the  pipeline  and  the  more  efficient  pumps,  but  no 
amount  is  stated.  Contradictory  statements  are  made  indicating  that  the  conserved  water  will  be  made 
available  to  water  users  and  left  in  the  river. 

No  citizen  support  of  the  project  is  documented.  The  project  will  provide  measurable,  ongoing 
benefits  primarily  to  the  local  irrigation  district  water  users. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project  would  cause  some  wetland  disturt}ance  by  the  pipeline  installation.  The 
size  of  the  wetland  and  its  function  and  value  are  not  fully  known.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation's 
involvement  with  the  Milk  River  basin  irrigation  system  likely  would  require  some  review  of  this  wetland 
disturbance  and  any  measures  necessary  to  replace  lost  wetland  resources. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenue  to  recover  this  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $31,569  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $31 ,326.   DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  only  after  DNRC  approves  additional  documentation  that  the 
project's  cost  will  be  outweighed  by  the  achieved  benefits,  that  sufficient  additional  funds  can  be 
obtained,  that  losses  in  the  canal  section  to  be  replaced  are  excessively  high  and  contribute  significantly 
to  the  inadequate  water  delivery  prot>lem,  and  that  the  proposed  project  is  acceptable  and 
recommended  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  DNRC  shall  prepare  a 
grant  agreement  after  matching  funds  have  been  secured.  Any  requirements  for  wetland  protection  shall 
be  identified  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.   Original  specifications,  designs, 
and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  U.S.  Amy  Corps  of  Engineers 
before  any  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than 
those  already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $62,895. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  temns  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement.  Before 
funding,  a  DNRC  environmental  checklist  must  be  completed  that  notes  the  results  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers'  review  and  whether  sufficient  water  rights  have  been  applied  for  or  obtained  if  necessary. 
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PROJECT  NO.  44 

APPUCANTT  NAME  FORT  SHAW  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  "A"  System  Diversion 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $  50.000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  25,000  (Fort  Shaw  Irrigation  District) 

$200,000  (U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $275,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $  50.000  GRANT 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

A  diversion  pipe  will  be  constructed  from  tfie  Main  Canal  to  the  "A"  system  drop  by  passing  a 
siphon  over  Simms  Creel<.  The  siphon  cames  165  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs),  and  the  diversion  pipe 
would  cany  approximately  80  cfs.  Since  the  Fort  Shaw  Irrigation  District's  water  right  is  258  cfs,  the 
pipe  would  enable  the  district  to  use  its  right  instead  of  lose  it  if  the  river  is  adjudicated. 

The  pipe  would  enable  the  district  to  serve  its  users  better  by  eliminating  waiting  periods  during 
peal<  irrigation  seasons,  which  means  better  crops  and  also  less  waste.   Users  will  not  thinl<  they  have  to 
over-irrigate  because  they  might  not  get  water  when  they  want  it.   More  water  will  be  in  the  river 
because  of  better  control  and  because  fewer  sediments  will  be  put  back  into  the  river  from  wasteways. 
The  district  now  must  keep  the  Simms  Creek  siphon  close  to  capacity,  which  causes  seep.  The  new 
pipe  would  reduce  the  amount  of  water  passing  through  the  siphon  and  make  more  water  available  to 
the  entire  project. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  application  provides  a  general  description  of  the  problems  that  need  to  be  solved:   reduce 
the  head  on  an  existing  siphon  and  the  adjacent  canal  and  distribute  additional  flow  to  the  irrigation 
system.  The  stated  benefits  include  eliminating  potential  canal  failure  at  the  siphon  site  and  more 
efficient  water  distribution  and  use.  With  the  addition  of  the  pipe,  a  flow  of  approxinnately  200  cfs  could 
be  distributed  to  the  system  as  opposed  to  the  cun-ent  165  cfs  through  the  siphon.  Installing  the 
pipeline  will  directly  affect  nearly  3,000  of  the  10,000  irrigated  acres  in  the  irrigation  district.  The  Sun 
River  in  central  Montana  is  the  water  source. 

The  application  provides  little  explanation  of  a  project  implementation  plan.   It  does  state  that 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  design  the  project,  the  Greenfields  Irrigation  District  will  be  under  contract 
to  install  the  pipe,  and  the  Fort  Shaw  Irrigation  District  employees  will  do  the  backfilling  and  reshaping. 

The  applicant  has  submitted  another  grant  application  for  $50,000  this  year  to  conduct  a  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  feasibility  study  as  a  prerequisite  to  this  project. 
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RNANQAL  ASSESSMEm" 

The  proposed  project's  total  cost  is  $275,000.  The  Fort  Shaw  Irrigation  District's  $50,000  grant 
request  includes  $29,000  for  materials,  $11,000  for  labor,  and  $10,000  for  contingencies.  The  district 
proposes  obtaining  a  $200,000  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  program  loan  and 
providing  $25,000  from  district  reserve  funds  for  the  remaining  $225,000.  Of  that  $225,000,  $131,000  is 
for  materials,  $49,000  for  labor,  $30,000  for  freight,  and  $15,000  for  contingencies.  The  irrigation  district 
will  provide  in-kind  sen/ices  for  secretarial  and  communication  costs  associated  with  administering  the 
grant,  but  no  figures  are  given  in  the  application. 

Information  obtained  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  through  personal  communications 
indicates  that  money  currently  is  unavailable  from  its  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  loan  program.  The 
program  is  now  under  review  and  may  be  eliminated. 


BENEf=n'  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  would  indirectly  support  State  Water  Plan  objectives  through  the  improved 
water  distribution  to  the  imgation  system  by  the  addition  of  the  "A"  system  diversion  pipeline.  The 
objectives  supported  include  water  use  improvement  and  conveyance  efficiency.  The  project  involves 
family-owned  farms  and  should  preserve  some  area  farm  land.  The  project  does  not  initiate  the  use  of 
reserved  water  or  help  resolve  Indian  or  federal  reserved  water  rights. 

Some  water  could  be  conserved  from  improved  water  distribution  in  the  irrigation  system,  but 
this  will  depend  largely  on  the  system's  management  and  operation.  The  project  would  provide 
measurable,  ongoing  benefits  but  would  not  affect  a  large  number  of  people  in  Montana.   Only  local 
support  and  benefits  are  associated  with  the  project. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project's  direct  environmental  effects  would  involve  a  temporary  disturbance  at  the 
construction  site  that  may  prove  adverse.  The  long-term  effects  related  to  the  project  (i.e.,  water  quality, 
water  use,  and  water  quantity)  should  be  addressed  in  the  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  study.  Any 
indirect  and  cumulative  impacts  are  not  completely  known  since  the  project  has  not  been  fully  defined. 
State,  federal,  or  local  permit  requirements  possibly  would  be  triggered. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenue  to  recover  this  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.   DNRC  recommends  a  $50,000  grant. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  after  matching 
funds  have  been  secured,  and  after  DNRC  has  reviewed  the  project  following  preparation  of  the 
comparison  feasibility  study  proposed  for  funding  under  a  separate  grant.  Any  requirements  for 
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measures  to  reduce  adverse  environmental  effects  to  acceptable  levels  shall  be  stipulated  in  tfie  project 
agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  Original  specifications,  designs,  and 
respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  before  any 
bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than 
those  already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $50,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 


PROJECT  NO.  45 


APPUCANTT  NAME 
PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUNT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
AMOUm-  RECOMMENDED 


FLATHEAD  JOINT  BOARD  OF  CONTROL 

Fish-Friendly  Irrigation  Demonstration  Project 

$  99,000  GRANT 

$  11,500  (Flathead  Joint  Board  of  Control) 
$  2,500  (Soil  Consery^ation  Service) 
$  32,500  (Private  Individual) 
$  32,500  (Rathead  Irrigation  Project) 

$178,000 

$  44,500  GRANT 
$  54,500  LOAN 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  project  would  demonstrate  how  to  solve  difficult  irrigation  system  wastewater  problems 
while  improving  water  quality  and  fish  habitat,  and  the  results  would  be  applicable  to  numerous  sites 
throughout  Montana.  The  project  would  involve  a  cooperative  effort  by  private  landowners,  the  Flathead 
In-igation  Project,  the  Flathead  Joint  Board  of  Control,  and  the  Confederated  Salish-Kootenai  tribes. 

The  problem  being  addressed  involves  spilling  wastewater  flows  down  intermittent  stream 
channels  and  causing  excessive  erosion  and  sedimentation.  This  practice  on  Crow  Creek  contributes  to 
one  of  the  most  significant  water  quality  problems  documented  in  the  Clark  Fork  drainage  basin.  The 
problem  has  caused  a  dramatic  negative  effect  on  fishery  values  in  Crow  Creek. 
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This  project  would  eliminate  wastewater  into  Crow  Creek  by  diverting  it  to  an  existing  small 
reservoir.  The  reservoir  would  be  expanded  from  40  to  70  acre-feet,  a  new  spillway  would  be 
constructed,  and  two  diversion  structures  would  be  used  to  redistribute  wastewater  flows.  A  pipeline 
would  be  installed  to  eliminate  a  large  section  of  inefficient  ditch,  and  more  than  2  miles  of  inefficient 
irrigation  ditch  would  be  eliminated.  The  results  of  this  project  would  include: 

•  improved  water  quality  in  a  stream  with  documented  problems 

•  reduced  soil  erosion,  land  loss,  and  stream  sedimentation 

•  improved  fish  habitat  through  eliminating  a  major  sediment  source 

•  increased  irrigation  water  storage  capacity 

•  improved  irrigation  water  management  through  the  more  effective  use  of  two  pivot  systems 

•  increased  waterfowl  habitat  through  increased  reservoir  area 

•  decreased  water  loss  through  elimination  of  leaky  ditch  systems 

•  demonstration  of  cooperation  among  diverse  ownership  and  groups 

•  decreased  water  loss  through  elimination  of  operational  spills 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  Flathead  Joint  Board  of  Control  represents  private  water  users  in  the  Rathead  Irrigation 
Project  (FIP).  The  FIP  is  comprised  of  nearly  127,000  acres  located  in  northwestem  Montana  within  the 
Flathead  Indian  Reservation's  boundaries.  The  federal  government  owns  the  FIP  facilities,  and  they  are 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA). 

The  proposed  project  would  eliminate  wastewater  releases  to  Crow  Creek  by  eliminating  the 
wasteway  and  replacing  a  portion  of  the  FIP  canal  with  a  pipeline.  The  wastewater  would  be  released  to 
Maughn  Creek  through  two  new  wasteway  structures.  An  existing  reservoir  on  Maughn  Creek  would  be 
enlarged,  and  the  wastewater  would  be  stored  and  reused  for  FIP  irrigation.  Both  creeks  flow  into  the 
Flathead  River. 

No  design  or  specification  information  was  provided  concerning  the  two  proposed  wasteway 
structures,  the  pipeline,  or  the  pipeline  structures.  The  severity  of  the  erosion  problem  at  the  Crow 
Creek  wasteway  and  its  contribution  toward  the  creek's  water  quality  problem  is  not  documented,  and 
no  provision  or  plan  is  offered  for  measuring  the  project's  effect  on  Crow  Creek  after  the  project  is 
implemented. 

The  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks'  reviewer  indicated  the  existence  of  other  nonpoint 
pollution  sources  above  the  Crow  Creek  site,  such  as  a  livestock  feed  lot  that  may  be  contributing  more 
significantly  to  Crow  Creek's  water  quality  problems.  The  reviewer  was  concerned  that  the  wastewater 
released  to  Maughn  Creek  could  exacertjate  the  sloughing  of  the  Flathead  River  banks  into  the  river  at 
existing  bank  seep  sites  near  the  mouth  of  Maughn  Creek,  thereby  increasing  the  river's  sediment  load. 


125 


The  Confederated  Salish-Kootenai  tribal  hydrologist  indicates  several  concerns  about  the 
proposed  project.  One  is  that  the  proposed  enlarged  Maughn  Reservoir  would  not  be  large  enough  to 
control  v^rastewater  flows  into  Flathead  River. 

The  major  concern  about  feasibility  is  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs'  lack  of  support  or 
participation  in  the  proposed  project,  which  is  indicated  in  a  June  10,  1992  letter  to  DNRC.  The  letter 
also  states  that  the  proposed  project  is  the  subject  of  a  federal  lawsuit  and  that  no  BIA  action  will  t>e 
considered  on  this  proposed  project  until  the  lawsuit  is  settled.   In  a  June  11,  1992  letter  to  DNRC,  the 
Confederated  Salish-Kootenai  tribes-named  in  the  proposal  as  key  participants  in  the  proposed  project- 
state  their  opposition  to  the  project. 


RNANCIAL  ASSESSMEhTT 

The  proposed  project's  total  cost  is  $178,000.  The  Rathead  Joint  Board  of  Control's  $99,000 
grant  request  includes  $10,000  for  design  costs  and  $89,000  for  construction  costs.  The  Flathead  Joint 
Board  of  Control  (including  Soil  Conservation  Service  funding  of  $2,500)  will  contribute  $2,000  for 
reservoir  operating  plan  costs,  $7,000  for  design  costs,  and  $5,000  for  administration  costs.  The 
Flathead  Imgation  Project  will  contribute  $1 ,500  for  reservoir  operating  plan  costs,  $2,000  for  design 
costs,  and  $29,000  for  construction  costs.  ■  Private  landowner  contributions  include  $1 ,500  for  reservoir 
operating  plan  costs,  $1 ,000  for  design  costs,  and  $30,000  for  construction  costs.   Most  non-DNRC 
contributions  are  stated  as  in-kind  services. 

A  more  specific  construction  cost  breakdown  should  be  provided  that  indicates  the  cost  of 
materials,  labor,  and  equipment.  The  24-inch  PVC  80  psi  pipe  costs  stated  are  low-$8.75  per  foot 
installed.  Quotes  from  local  suppliers  indicate  that  the  pipe  alone  costs  $14.60  per  foot,  and  the 
installed  cost  would  range  from  $21  to  $29  per  foot.  If  the  cost  of  an  environmental  assessment  will  be 
contracted,  this  cost  should  be  included  in  the  project's  budget. 

The  Flathead  Irrigation  Project  has  indicated  that  no  expenditures  of  personnel  time,  money, 
machinery,  or  services  are  committed  to  the  proposed  project. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project,  if  feasible,  would  indirectly  support  State  Water  Plan  objectives  through 
increased  water  storage  in  Maughn  Reservoir  and  improved  water  conveyance  by  replacing  a  canal 
section  with  a  pipeline.  The  objectives  supported  include  consideration  of  feasible  water  storage, 
improved  water  use  and  conveyance  efficiencies,  and  water  conservation.  The  project  involves  family- 
owned  farms  and  could  protect  some  area  farm  land  from  seepage  damage. 

The  project  does  not  initiate  the  use  of  reserved  water  or  help  resolve  Indian  or  federal  reserved 
water  rights,  as  the  Confederated  Salish-Kootenai  tribes  oppose  the  project. 

According  to  the  application,  an  additional  200  to  500  acre-feet  of  water  would  be  available  for 
FIP  in-igation  as  a  result  of  the  project.  This  water  conservation  would  come  from  wastewater  storage  in 
Maughn  Reservoir  and  the  pipeline  replacement  of  a  canal  section. 
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Letters  of  commitment  from  two  FIP  water  users  are  documented  in  the  appiication.  Tiie  BIA 
deciines  any  commitment  of  support  or  participation  in  tiie  project,  and  tfie  Confederated  Salish- 
Kootenai  tribes  oppose  the  project. 

The  project  would  provide  measurable,  ongoing  benefits  that  would  most  directly  affect  the  FIP 
water  users.  The  project  is  named  as  a  demonstration  project,  but  no  plan  or  provisions  for 
disseminating  information  is  indicated. 

ENViRONMENTTAL  ASSESSMEhTT 

The  proposed  project  may  produce  some  environmental  benefits  but  may  also  may  create 
adverse  effects  where  significance  is  not  fully  known.  An  environmental  assessment  may  be  required  to 
determine  whether  a  more  detailed  environmental  review  is  needed  to  address  the  project's  beneficial 
effects  on  Crow  Creek  versus  its  potential  adverse  effects  on  Maughn  Creek  and  the  Flathead  River.   In 
issuing  necessary  permits,  an  environmental  assessment  should  be  prepared. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since  the  project  sponsor  is  able  to  assess  fees  or  collect  tax  revenue  to  recover  this  project's 
cost,  the  project  is  considered  to  have  "payback  capability"  and  thus  qualifies  for  only  25  percent  of  the 
project  cost  or  $50,000,  whichever  is  less.  DNRC  recommends  a  $44,500  grant. 

The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $54,500.  DNRC 
will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the  amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  only  after  DNRC  approves  the  following  documentation  from  the 
project  sponsor  indicating  (1)  that  the  federal  lawsuit  involving  the  project  is  resolved;  (2)  that 
commitments  of  support  and  participation  have  been  offered  by  the  Flathead  Irrigation  Project,  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  and  the  Confederated  Salish-Kootenal  tribes;  and  (3)  that  indicated  wastewater 
flow  to  Crow  Creek  (wasteway  #293)  from  the  FIP  is  contributing  significantly  to  water  quality  problems 
in  Crow  Creek. 

A  grant  agreement  will  be  developed  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and 
after  matching  funds  have  been  secured.  Through  an  environmental  review,  DNRC  would  determine 
whether  the  proposed  project  would  cause  significant  adverse  environmental  effects.  Following  the 
review,  any  measures  required  to  reduce  adverse  impacts  to  acceptable  levels  would  be  stipulated  In  the 
project  agreement  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work.  The  scope  of  work  and  the 
budget  shall  contain  a  specific  breakdown  of  construction  costs,  including  (1)  documentation  of  installed 
pipe  costs  and  costs  for  work  in  the  waterway  below  Maughn  Dam;  (2)  a  cost  estimate  for  the 
environmental  review  referred  to  in  the  application;  and  (3)  a  detailed  plan  of  how  water  quality  in  Crow 
Creek  will  be  monitored  and  how  information  on  the  project's  results  will  be  disseminated. 

The  initial  task  should  involve  completing  a  joint  environmental  assessment  by  DNRC,  the 
Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  At  a  minimum,  the  review  process  shall  determine 
whether  a  more  detailed  environmental  study  is  needed  to  address  the  project's  beneficial  effects  on 
Crow  Creek  versus  its  potential  adverse  effects  on  Maughn  Creek  and  the  Flathead  River. 
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Original  specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by 
the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  before  any  bids  are  solicited;  by 
reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the  project  agreement.   Specific  design  and  specification 
information  for  the  two  wasteway  structures,  the  pipeline,  and  the  pipeline  structures  also  shall  be 
Included. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than 
those  already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $99,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 


PROJECT  NO.  46 


APPUCANT  NAME 
PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUNTT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 


WHITEFISH  WATER  AND  SEWER  DISTRICT 

Protection  of  Swift  Creek  Pilot  Project 

$51,406  GRANT 

$  4,280  (Project  Sponsor) 

$55,686 

$13,921  GRANT 
$37,485  LOAN 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  1989  Montana  Legislature  approved  a  substantial  grant  ($73,440)  for  the  Swift  Creek 
Clayt>ank  Pilot  Project.  The  project  was  proposed  to  test  methodology  and  materials  for  stabilizing  large 
(upward  to  250  feet)  claybanks  along  an  8-miie  stretch  of  the  primary  stream  feeding  Whitefish  Lake. 
Although  the  pilot  project  was  designed  to  work  on  only  three  of  about  40  large  clayt)anks  that 
contribute  toward  rapid  degradation  of  Whitefish  Lake,  a  popular  recreational  attraction,  the  project's 
results  would  serve  as  a  prototype  for  eventually  approaching  the  much-larger  problem. 

The  pilot  project's  design  focused  on  stabilizing  the  claybanks  by  draining  runoff  water 
concentrated  on  top  of  the  bank;  placing  several  barrier  structures  on  the  face  of  each  bank  to  impede 
soil  erosion;  and  planting  riparian  vegetation  to  hold  and  eventually  stabilize  the  banks.  Rock-filled 
gabions,  large  logs,  and  natural  boulders  were  placed  along  the  stream  to  protect  the  toes  of  the  three 
project  claybanks. 
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A  distinct  lesson  learned  resulted  from  the  1991  near-record,  100-year  spring  runoff.  The  higher 
construction  above  and  on  the  face  of  the  claybanks  held  up  admirably  under  the  extreme  conditions. 
Three  of  the  four  installed  gabions  washed  out,  however,  and  the  channel  changed  and  now  threatens 
the  toes  of  all  three  original  pilot  project  claybanks.  If  allowed  to  continue  to  attack  the  unprotected  toes 
of  the  claytianks,  the  pilot  project  eventually  will  be  lost.  Protecting  the  pilot  project  will  provide  heavy 
riprap  armor  to  the  ciaybank  toes. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Swift  Creek,  the  major  tributary  to  Whitefish  Lake,  drains  63  percent  of  the  basin.   It  flows 
approximately  24  miles  through  glacial  deposits  and  drains  a  78  square-mile  area.  The  creek  caries  an 
estimated  3,000  to  3,750  tons  of  sediment  to  Whitefish  Lake  each  year  from  easily  eroded  glaciofiuvial 
banks  located  along  the  creek's  lower  10  miles.  A  significant  portion  of  the  upper  Swift  Creek  drainage 
has  been  logged  and  burned,  which  may  contribute  to  high  sediment  loads. 

Since  Whitefish  Lake  has  served  as  an  excellent  water  source  for  the  Whitefish  area,  and 
because  outflows  from  Whitefish  Lake  flow  into  Flathead  Lake,  the  1989  Swift  Creek  Pilot  Project  was 
approved  under  this  program  to  help  preserve  existing  water  quality.  The  pilot  project  was  originated  to 
develop  techniques  to  be  used  to  secure  the  remaining  40  eroding  clay  banks,  thereby  controlling  a 
severe  sedimentation  problem.  Monitoring  was  planned  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the 
demonstrated  techniques,  and  the  project  sponsor  hoped  to  secure  additional  funding  to  apply  the 
demonstrated  techniques  to  other  sites  on  the  creek. 

The  demonstration  project  suffered  when  100-year  floods  washed  out  gabions  (installed  under 
the  grant)  and  changed  the  river  channel.  The  project  sponsor  now  seeks  additional  funding  from  this 
program  to  armor  the  lower  sections  of  three  claybanks  to  protect  the  extensive  construction  and 
revegetation  effort  that  was  the  primary  thrust  of  the  ongoing  Swift  Creek  Ciaybank  Pilot  Project.   Once 
the  claybanks  are  restored  at  the  three  pilot  project  sites,  monitoring  that  was  planned  under  the  original 
grant  will  be  conducted  to  evaluate  the  success  of  the  techniques  used  to  hold  the  banks  and  stop 
excessive  sediment  flows  into  the  creek. 

Funding  under  this  grant  will  be  used  to  verify  that  instream  diversionary  structures  are 
ineffective  in  areas  with  heavy  spring  runoff  and  to  demonstrate  that  heavy  angular  riprap-layered  over 
filter  cloth-is  a  practical  and  necessary  measure  for  stabilizing  major  ciaybank  erosion.  The  project 
sponsor  has  identified  tentative  sources  of  additional  grant  funding  that  would  be  used  to  secure  other 
claybanks  following  the  pilot  project's  successful  completion. 

The  project  sponsor  identified  several  other  approaches  to  stabilizing  river  banks.  Instream 
impediments,  however,  would  not  withstand  Swift  Creek's  stream  force  during  spring  runoff.   Huge, 
rounded  rocks  (6  to  8  feet  in  diameter)  on  the  streambed  were  moved  hundreds  of  yards  downstream 
during  the  1991  spring  runoff.   Elaborate  concrete  barrier  walls  were  ruled  out  as  unpractical  and 
excessively  expensive.  Thus,  under  the  circumstances,  heavy  angular  rock  riprap  over  filter  fabric  seems 
to  be  the  most-likely-to-succeed  armoring  method. 

Preliminary  construction  plans  call  for  3-foot  angular  rock  from  a  nearby  upland  quarry  because 
the  angular  rather  than  smooth  rock  will  anchor  and  hold  better.  Filter  fabric  will  be  stacked  out  along 
the  width  of  each  ciaybank,  extending  beyond  the  claybanks'  edges  10  feet  from  each  side  and  to  a 
height  of  6  feet  above  normal  flow.  Angular  rock  will  be  placed  on  top  of  the  filter  fabric  at  a  depth  and 
height  to  meet  or  exceed  Soil  Conservation  Service  specifications. 
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Less  than  a  10  percent  reduction  of  sedimentation  and  phosphorous  loading  is  expected  as  a 
result  of  stabilizing  efforts  on  three  claybanks.   If  successful  erosion  control  methods  can  be  developed, 
however,  their  future  widespread  application  could  reduce  the  sedimentation  load  on  Whitefish  Lake  by 
65  percent  and  the  phosphorous  load  by  25  percent,  according  to  the  project  sponsor. 

The  technical  review  of  this  project  revealed  that  under  current  design  specifications  the  project 
would  likely  fail.  The  failure  of  gabions  is  most  often  caused  by  improper  or  impractical  anchoring  of  the 
gabions  relative  to  the  stream  velocity  and  stream  bottom  and  bank  foundation  materials.   Rock  riprap 
often  fails  for  the  same  reason  and,  in  this  case,  is  likely  to  fail  if  installed  to  the  preliminary  design 
specifications.   Riprap  must  be  adequately  keyed  below  the  channel  bottom  at  the  toe  and  into  the  bank 
at  each  end,  and  key  depth,  width,  and  configuration  must  be  specified.   Ukewise,  to  realize  the  benefits 
of  angular  riprap,  the  graduation  and  placement  method  must  be  specified.   In  this  proposal,  only  the 
minimal  nominal  diameter  is  given.   Drawings  show  variable  and  broken  riprap  slopes  with  no  thickness 
specified,  and  no  assurance  is  given  that  the  riprap  will  be  statically  stable-especially  resting  on  filter 
fabric.  The  filter  fabric  may  be  plugged  by  the  high  clay  content  of  the  bank  materials  if  lateral 
groundwater  seepage  exits  the  tank.  In  this  case,  excessive  hydrostatic  pressures  can  fail  the  riprap. 
Also,  riprapping  the  cut  banks  may  only  transfer  the  erosive  energy  to  other  locations. 

Two  studies  previously  funded  by  DNRC  were  submitted  as  technical  documentation.  The 
Natural  Resource  Inventory  was  prepared  in  1984  as  a  first  step  toward  developing  a  management  plan. 
The  WHITEFISH-HASKILL  CREEK  DRAINAGE  Water  Quality  Management  Plan  was  completed  in  1985. 
These  studies  provide  a  comprehensive  approach  toward  protecting  Whitefish  Lake  as  a  high-quality, 
community  water  source.  According  to  the  management  plan,  if  Whitefish  Lake  is  not  preserved  by 
controlling  nutrient  and  sediment  loading,  the  lake-in  the  worst  case-eventually  could  be  banned  as  a 
drinking  water  source.  The  city  then  would  have  to  either  develop  an  alternative  drinking  water  source 
or  construct  a  costly  water  treatment  facility.  These  studies  identify  claybank  stabilization  on  Swift  Creek 
as  part  of  a  long-term  solution.  They  also  indite  earlier  forestry  management  practices  as  contributors  to 
excessive  runoff  and  resultant  high  erosion  levels.  Although  the  proposal  does  not  seek  to  address  this 
issue,  addressing  the  source  of  excessive  runoff  in  conjunction  with  stabilizing  eroding  claybanks  would 
be  merited. 

In  its  effort  to  address  some  elements  of  the  WHITEFISH-HASKILL  CREEK  DRAINAGE  Water 
Quality  Management  Plan,  the  Whitefish  Water  and  Sewer  District  has  succeeded  in  placing  four  of  eight 
identified  neighborhoods  onto  the  city  sewer  system.  This  effort  was  funded  with  substantial  federal  EPA 
funds.  The  district  has  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with  the  City  of  Whitefish,  with  the  Flathead 
Conservation  District,  and  with  the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  that  supports  the  district's 
effort,  the  1985  Water  Quality  Management  Plan,  and  a  1985  Resolution  of  Adoption  by  the  district's 
board.   In  1988,  the  board  submitted  an  application  to  fund  the  Swift  Creek  Claybanks  Pilot  Project. 

The  board  apparently  has  not  amended  the  Water  Quality  Management  Plan  since  its  adoption 
in  1985.  The  plan  calls  for  adopting  an  annual  work  plan  that  sets  out  work  goals  for  each  year  and  a 
five-year  plan  to  establish  long-temi  goals;  apparently,  the  Board  has  not  done  this.  No  current  letters  in 
support  of  the  current  proposal  were  included  with  the  application.  Those  that  were  attached  pre-date 
the  original  application. 

RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  budget  totals  $55,686.  The  $51,406  grant  request  includes  $1,125  for  grant 
administration;  $4,250  for  project  manager  and  hydrologist  salaries  and  benefits;  $1,178  for  associated 
costs,  including  travel,  communications,  and  supplies  for  the  project  manager;  and  $44,853  for 
construction  of  the  proposed  riprap  structures.  The  project  sponsor  indicates  that  the  outlined  costs 
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may  not  achieve  the  project's  full  desired  scope  or  benefits  and,  therefore,  a  reduced  scope  of  work 
would  be  the  alternative.   Structure  design  and  design  review  were  neither  contemplated  in  the  proposal 
nor  included  in  the  budget.  These  costs  would  represent  an  Important  element  in  the  management  of 
such  a  project  to  ensure  that  the  Installed  structures  not  fall  as  they  did  In  the  previously  funded 
demonstration. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  In  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  project  neither  supports  the  State  Water  Plan  nor  promotes  the  use  of  reserved  water 
rights.  The  project  will  Improve,  to  some  degree,  the  water  quality  In  Whitefish  Lake  and  may  promote  a 
more  significant  and  similar  project  to  secure  other  eroding  claybanks  along  the  streambed.  The 
project's  only  tangible  return  would  be  the  riprap  of  the  three  claybanks  secured  under  the  ig89-funded 
pilot  project.  The  current  lack  of  funding  to  apply  the  demonstration  to  other  banks  detracts  from  the 
assessment  of  greater  value  to  the  project. 

ENVIRONMEhTTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project  would  attempt  to  address  the  cumulative  effects  of  past  practices  in  the 
Swift  Creek  drainage.  Much  of  the  adverse  consequences  from  past  practlces-particularly  from  logglng- 
-in  this  drainage  would  not  be  addressed  by  the  requested  project.  The  project  may  produce  some 
short-term  beneficial  effects,  but  the  likelihood  is  high  that  the  stabilization  efforts  will  fall  because  of 
future  runoff  events  such  as  the  one  that  occurred  in  1991. 

Funds  requested  to  secure  claybanks  would  be  better  invested  in  long-term  efforts  to  reduce 
excessive  runoff  resulting  from  past  logging  and  other  contributing  activities  In  the  drainage.  Forming  a 
watershed  protection  district  that  would  involve  all  area  landowners  in  securing  the  watershed  should  be 
considered. 

If  additional  funding  Is  provided  to  secure  the  claybanks,  an  environmental  assessment  prepared 
by  permitting  agencies  with  the  Department  of  State  Lands  and  other  appropriate  state  and  federal 
agencies  may  be  necessary.  This  review  would  consider  any  adverse  impacts  associated  with 
transporting  and  placing  the  riprap  as  proposed,  along  with  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts 
downstream  created  from  riprap  placement.  A  public  notice  with  the  opportunity  for  public  comment 
also  shall  be  provided.  In  developing  any  grant  agreement,  all  required  permits  shall  be  obtained  as  a 
funding  prerequisite.  If  the  proposed  project's  scope  Is  amended  In  any  way,  the  potential  for  adverse 
impacts  shall  be  reconsidered  before  any  change  of  approach  is  undertaken. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Project  costs  are  expected  to  substantially  exceed  the  estimated  $55,686.  A  grant  up  to 
$13,921,  or  25  percent  of  the  actual  project  cost-  whichever  is  less-is  recommended.  The  project 
already  has  received  grant  funds  of  $73,440  under  a  previous  DNRC  grant.  With  the  additional  $26,560 
grant,  DNRC's  grant  contribution  will  total  $100,000.   Its  grant  limit  for  a  single  project  has  been 
$100,000,  and  the  same  limit  should  apply  to  the  Swift  Creek  project. 
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The  project  sponsor  may  obtain  additional  funding  through  a  DNRC  loan  for  the  balance  of  the 
project's  costs  up  to  $200,000,  minus  the  grant  amount  provided.  DNRC  will  provide  a  loan  up  to  the 
amount  requested,  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay  the  principal  and  interest 
according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 

DNRC  funding  will  be  provided  only  after  the  district  provides  an  updated  annual  work  plan  and 
five-year  plan  as  called  for  in  the  Water  Quality  Management  Plan  and  if  the  district  is  able  to  secure 
commitments  from  other  funding  sources  to  complete  the  larger  claybanks  effort. 

Grant  funds  will  be  provided  after  DNRC  approves  a  scope  of  work  and  a  budget,  and  after 
matching  funds  have  been  secured.  Any  measures  identified  in  the  review  that  are  required  to  reduce 
adverse  impacts  to  acceptable  levels  shall  be  stipulated  in  the  project  agreement  and  incorporated  as 
part  of  the  project's  scope  of  work. 

Designs  shall  be  developed  by  a  qualified,  experienced  design  engineer  approved  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service.   Designs  will  assess  the  impact  of  displacing  erosion  with  riprap.   Original 
specifications,  designs,  and  respective  revisions  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  before  any  bids  are  solicited;  by  reference,  these  also  shall  be  included  in  the 
project  agreement. 

Construction  work  will  be  completed  by  a  qualified  and  bonded  agent.  All  construction  stages 
will  be  supervised  to  ensure  that  construction  meets  design  specifications. 

After  bids  have  been  obtained,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  a  breakdown  of  specific 
construction  costs  such  as  material,  labor,  and  equipment.  Any  reduction  in  the  scope  of  work  will 
require  a  proportional  reduction  in  the  grant  amount.  Any  funds  received  from  sources  other  than  those 
already  identified  will  cause  a  dollar-for-doliar  reduction  in  the  funds  awarded  under  this  grant. 

If  grant  funding  is  not  available,  the  project  sponsor  may  request  a  DNRC  loan  up  to  $200,000. 
DNRC  will  provide  loan  funding  in  an  amount  commensurate  with  the  project  sponsor's  ability  to  repay 
the  principal  and  interest  according  to  terms  specified  in  a  DNRC  bond  purchase  agreement. 
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The  following  prpfacts  ar6  not  recommended  for  funding.  The  Jist  is 
alphabetized  by  &ie  name  of  the  project  sponsor. 


APPUCANT  NAME 
PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUNT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 


PROJECT  NO.  47 


BIG  HORN  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

Rocky  Ranch  Deep  Well  Restoration  Project 

$100,000  GRANT 

$  20,000  (Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks) 
$  25,000  (Gladys  and  Pete  Herman) 
$  15,605  (Unsecured) 

$160,605 

None 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  purpose  of  this  project  is  to  drill  an  artesian  water  well  to  replace  an  inoperable  artesian  well 
and  to  restore  water  to  a  wildlife/wetland  area  that  is  being  lost.  Five  reservoirs  in  this  wildlife/wetland 
area  total  more  than  50  surface  acres.  Water  for  the  area  came  from  a  3,700-foot  artesian  well  drilled 
into  the  Madison  formation  during  the  1960s. 

In  1989,  the  flow  from  the  original  well  began  to  decrease  significantly.  During  an  attempt  to 
clean  the  well,  the  casing  collapsed  because  of  age  and  shifting  strata,  which  caused  the  water  flow  to 
stop.  Professionals  agree  that  the  old  well  cannot  be  repaired  and  that  drilling  a  new  well  is  the  only 
solution. 

The  water  from  this  well  has  benefitted  many  people  in  this  area  along  with  other  people  in 
Montana.  Area  benefits  include  irrigation  and  stockwater  availability  to  five  local  farming/ranching 
operations,  and  hunting  and  fishing  access  to  sportsmen,  both  local  and  distant.  People  by  the 
thousands  who  appreciate  the  aesthetics  of  an  easily  viewed  and  enjoyed  wildlife/wetland  area  with  its 
many  ducks,  geese,  pheasants,  antelope,  and  deer  have  used  the  area  from  the  interstate  system. 
When  completely  full,  one  of  the  larger  reservoirs  lies  on  both  sides  of  Interstate  90,  6  miles  west  of 
Hardin. 

The  Big  Horn  Conservation  District  feels  that  it  is  in  the  state's  best  interest  that  wildlife  areas 
such  as  these  be  maintained  and  helped  as  necessary. 
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TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhrr  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

This  project  proposes  to  replace  an  artesian  well  that  is  no  longer  functional  because  of 
structural  damage.  The  artesian  well  originally  was  drilled  in  1968,  and  the  casing  collapsed  in  1989. 
The  well  was  located  on  Gladys  and  Pete  Herman's  ranch  (Rocky  Ranch),  produced  approximately 
2,000  gallons  per  minute  (gpm),  and  supplied  water  to  five  reservoirs  that  provided  wildlife  habitat  and 
five  local  farming/ranching  operations  just  west  of  Hardin.  These  reservoirs  provided  habitat  for  bass, 
upland  game  birds,  ducks,  geese,  muskrats,  raccoons,  foxes,  coyotes,  deer,  and  antelope.  Water  was 
drawn  from  these  reservoirs  to  irrigate  135  acres  of  alfalfa  hay  and  provide  water  for  100  head  of 
livestock  on  Rocky  Ranch.  Water  from  the  well  also  was  used  for  stockwater  by  four  other  farm/ranch 
operations  downstream  of  Rocky  Ranch.  Excess  water  was  allowed  to  flow  into  Peritsa  Creek  and 
Williams  Coulee,  which  maintained  riparian  areas  along  these  watercourses. 

This  water  source  will  help  restore  the  famn/ranch  operations  that  once  benefitted  from  the 
artesian  well  and  also  will  restore  the  rapidly  declining  wildlife  and  riparian  habitat. 

The  suggested  approach  involves  drilling  a  new  artesian  well  because  the  existing  well  cannot 
be  repaired.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS)  investigated  other  water  sources  and  discovered  no 
other  feasible  water  source.  The  new  well  will  require  drilling  3,700  feet  down  to  access  the  artesian 
aquifer  and  will  be  drilled  on  Rocky  Ranch.  The  existing  distribution  system  is  still  functional  and  will  be 
used  for  delivering  water  to  the  reservoirs.  Water  will  be  withdrawn  from  the  reservoirs  as  in  the  past, 
and  excess  water  will  t)eneftt  four  other  local  agriculturists.  Also,  riparian  areas  along  Peritsa  Creek  and 
Williams  Coulee  will  be  reestablished. 

The  well  and  distribution  system  will  be  operated  as  in  the  past  to  benefit  wildlife  and  local  famns 
and  ranches.  The  farms  and  ranches  benefiting  from  this  water  source  appear  to  have  fomned 
cooperative  agreements  in  the  past,  and  this  mode  of  operation  will  continue  when  the  water  source  Is 
reestablished. 

The  reservoirs  are  located  on  private  property  (Rocky  Ranch),  but  the  Hermans  will  continue  to 
allow  public  access  for  fishing  and  hunting  provided  that  prior  approval  is  obtained  from  the  Hermans. 

RNANCIAL  ASSESSMEhfT 

Big  Hom  Conservation  District  has  requested  a  $100,000  grant,  and  the  project's  total  cost  is 
$160,605.   Gladys  and  Pete  Herman  have  designated  $25,000  for  the  project,  and  the  Department  of 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  has  committed  $20,000.  A  potential  funding  source  for  the  rennaining  $15,605 
has  not  been  identified. 

The  project's  total  cost  involves  drilling  a  new  artesian  well  3,700  feet  deep.  The  drilling  cost 
was  based  on  a  cost  estimate  supplied  by  a  driller. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 
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This  project  will  help  preserve  farm  land  by  providing  a  water  source  to  Rocky  Ranch  that  was 
eliminated  when  the  existing  well  became  inoperable.  Four  downstream  ranches  also  will  use  the  water 
for  stock.  Besides  benefiting  the  fanns  and  ranches,  the  project  will  restore  wildlife  habitat.  The  public 
is  allowed  access  to  the  reservoirs  for  fishing  and  hunting  by  obtaining  prior  approval  from  the  Hermans. 
The  reservoirs  also  can  be  viewed  from  Interstate  90,  which  allows  many  people  to  observe  the  wildlife 
that  use  these  reservoirs. 


ENVlRONMEhTTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Some  minor  adverse  and  beneficial  effects  are  expected  from  drilling  the  new  well.  Adverse 
impacts  would  be  caused  by  local  disturbances  at  the  well  site.  Any  direct  impacts  will  likely  be  short- 
term  if  proper  precautions  are  taken  during  the  well-drilling.  Adherence  to  Board  of  Water  Well 
Contractors  guidelines  is  recommended  to  minimize  the  potential  for  subsurface  contamination. 

The  project  would  indirectly  benefit  local  and  migratory  wildlife  by  restoring  water  and  habitat 
areas,  including  riparian  vegetation  that  once  thrived  because  of  water  availability.   Recreation  and 
aesthetics  at  the  reservoir  areas  will  be  restored  through  the  water  supply.  The  local  economy  would 
benefit  through  improved  agricultural  operations  at  the  five  affected  farms  and  ranches.  Adverse  impacts 
on  shallow  aquifers  and  surface  water  may  be  caused  by  the  well's  marginal  water  quality;  these  impacts 
may  be  cumulative. 

The  proposed  aquifer  has  elevated  levels  of  sodium  (2,600  parts  per  million),  chloride  (3,000 
ppm),  and  total  dissolved  solids  (6,600  ppm).  Water  of  this  quality  is  marginal  for  agricultural  purposes 
and  only  should  be  applied  to  salt-tolerant  crops.  Some  saline  seep  areas  developed  when  water  from 
the  previous  well  percolated  through  the  reservoir  bottoms,  and  more  saline  seeps  may  develop. 

An  environmental  review  would  be  useful  to  determine  the  possibilities  of  additional  saline  seep 
taking  place.  It  also  should  determine  whether  the  project  would  cause  any  contamination  to  the 
shallow  aquifer  and  any  degradation  of  surface  water  in  Peritsa  Creek  and  Williams  Coulee,  along  with 
the  measures  necessary  to  prevent  those  impacts.  A  review  should  be  conducted  by  any  agency  with  a 
permitting  or  other  MEPA  responsibility. 

RECOMMENDATION 

With  consideration  to  the  poor  quality  of  the  water  to  be  discharged  from  the  proposed  well, 
DNRC  recommends  no  funding  for  this  proposal. 
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PROJECT  NO.  48 

i 

APPUCANT  NAME  MONTANA  BUREAU  OF  MINES  AND  TECHNOLOGY  | 

PROJECT  NAME  Evaluation  of  Montana's  Geothermal  Resources  j 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $  74,153  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  44,335  (Project  Sponsor)  | 

$  30,000  (U.S.  Department  of  Energy)  | 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $148,488  | 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  None  ! 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant)  1 

Geothermal  development  in  Montana  currently  is  minimal  but  controversial,  and  regulation  of  | 

geothermal  resources  now  is  under  review.  This  project  is  intended  to  provide  much-needed  information  | 

to  regulatory  agencies  and  potential  developers.   Data  collected  as  part  of  the  project  will  be  used  with  i 
existing  data  to  evaluate  development's  effects  on  affected  sites. 

The  project's  objective  is  to  provide  a  preliminary  evaluation  of  water  quality,  water  quantity,  j 

reservoir  size,  and  hydrogeologic  controls  on  geothermal  resources  in  Montana.  The  Montana  Bureau  of 
Mines  and  Geology  (MBMG)  identified  and  sampled  approximately  100  geothermal  wells  and  natural 
springs  in  1980.  These  sites  will  be  re-sampled,  along  with  any  new  identified  sites,  and  the  data  will  be  , 

used  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  development  and  naturally  occurring  changes  on  each  geothemial  site. 
From  this  new  data.  Information  about  the  geothermal  reservoir  size,  temperature,  and  groundwater 
source  and  interaction  can  be  estimated.  | 

The  final  product  of  the  project  will  include  a  comprehensive  datatiase  of  location,  chemistry,  ; 

temperature  (surface  and  reservoir),  rank  (low,  moderate,  high),  well  depth,  flow,  and  other  data  as  j 

appropriate.  The  final  report  will  include  a  summation  of  old  and  new  data  for  each  site,  with  a 
conceptual  geologic  and  hydrogeologic  model,  an  evaluation  of  changes  that  have  taken  place  at  each  j 

site,  and  a  map  (1:1,000,000  scale)  of  all  known  geothennal  resources  In  Montana. 


Funding  obtained  from  the  Water  Development  Program  will  be  used  in  conjunction  with  a  grant 
from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy's  Geothermal  Development  Program. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

During  the  eariy  to  mid-1980s,  the  Department  of  Energy's  Bonneville  Power  Administration 
(BPA)  and  DNRC  evaluated  and  ranked  geothermal  sites  in  Montana  for  their  direct  use  and  electrical- 
generation  potential.  The  most  comprehensive  of  these  evaluations,  published  in  1985,  analyzed  the 
development  potential  of  1 ,265  sites  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  The  most  economical  sites  for  geothennal 
development  were  designated  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Idaho,  with  no  Montana  sites  showing  a  high 
potential  for  being  economical,  able  to  be  developed,  or  having  a  high  resource  potential.   Direct 
application  energy  resources  to  heat  a  business  or  recreation  facility  may  hold  some  potential  in 
Montana.   However,  the  total  potential  energy  from  geothermal  resources  is  small-only  12  megawatts, 
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according  to  the  1985  BPA  assessment. 

The  project  sponsor  has  received  a  funding  offer  from  the  Department  of  Energy  to  participate  in 
another  regionai  geothermai  data  coilection  project.  This  effort  wiii  focus  on  the  potential  for  direct 
geothermai  energy  use  through  the  appiication  of  heat  pump  technoiogy.  The  project  sponsor  aiso 
proposes  evaluating  the  impact  of  past  development  on  geothermai  resources  and  providing  data  for 
policymakers  to  use  in  regulating  geothermai  resources. 

Little  has  changed  in  Montana  since  1985  to  improve  the  state's  geothemnal  development 
potential.  This  proposal  does  not  reference  the  BPA's  report,  "Evaluation  and  Ranking  of  Geothermai 
Resources  for  Electrical  Generation  or  Electrical  Offset  in  Idaho.  Montana,  Oregon,  and  Washington." 
Any  case  for  additional  data  collection  should  have  been  presented  with  respect  to  current  data  sets  and 
the  relative  benefit  that  additional  data  would  provide.   One  option  would  involve  updating  and  applying 
the  current  database  to  current  objectives. 

This  project's  final  product  will  include  a  database  that  includes  location,  chemistry,  surface  and 
reservoir  temperatures,  resource  rank  in  terms  of  low,  moderate  or  high  temperatures,  well  depth,  flow, 
and  "other  data  as  appropriate."  The  specific  approach  and  research  design  have  not  been  developed. 
The  number  of  sites  to  be  included  in  the  database  was  not  specified  in  the  application,  and  the  number 
of  those  included  that  would  be  evaluated  on  site  is  unknown.  The  project  sponsor  indicates  that 
approximately  100  sites  will  be  sampled;  BPA's  1985  report  included  data  for  only  66  Montana  sites. 
Other  sites  were  screened  out  of  the  BPA  sample  because  of  the  criteria  used  to  evaluate  development 
potential. 

To  assess  past  development's  effects  on  geothermai  resources,  the  project  sponsor  proposes  to 
compare  data  gathered  for  this  study  with  a  set  of  data  compiled  12  years  ago.  Two  data  points  will  not 
provide  adequate  information  for  assessing  impacts  and  will  not  provide  any  conclusive  information. 

Current  data  and  the  methodology  adopted  by  other  researchers  has  not  been  thoroughly 
reviewed.  Montana's  Water  Policy  Committee  has  expressed  interest  in  obtaining  additional  resource 
information,  but  the  data  that  would  be  needed  to  support  the  development  of  policies  to  regulate  and 
protect  geothermai  resources  has  not  been  specified.  Therefore,  whether  the  project  sponsor's 
approach  will  effectively  provide  information  for  promoting  geothermai  development  or  regulation  in 
Montana  is  unclear. 

Because  the  research  model  is  incomplete,  the  project's  scope  is  not  clearly  defined.  As  a 
result,  whether  the  budget  and  time  line  presented  will  be  needed  to  provide  a  desirable  level  of 
resource  assessment-given  Montana's  limited  resources-cannot  be  determined.   Salaries  and  travel 
likely  are  over-budgeted.   Current  funding  levels  would  provide  a  hydrologist  to  manage  the  project  and 
a  half-time  research  assistant  for  the  project's  two-year  time  line.  The  travel  budget  would  provide  food 
and  lodging  costs  for  one  person  for  two  months,  along  with  a  travel  allowance  for  almost  12,000  miles. 

RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

This  $148,488  project  is  to  be  funded  by  the  project  sponsor,  the  Department  of  Energy,  and 
this  grant.  No  funding  commitment  from  the  Department  of  Energy  was  included  with  the  proposal, 
however.  Costs  listed  in  the  $74,153  grant  request  includes  $1,383  for  administration;  $51,670  for 
salaries  to  pay  a  hydrologist  to  manage  the  project  and  a  half-time  research  assistant;  and  $21,100  for 
technical  costs,  including  $9,000  for  laboratory  cost,;  $7,500  for  travel,  $600  for  communications,  $1,000 
for  printing,  $1 ,000  for  supplies,  and  $2,000  for  equipment  lease. 
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BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  In  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othen/vise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  lacks  adequate  development,  and  the  general  approach  outlined  falls  to 
ensure  that  the  perceived  need  for  information  exists  and  that  the  need  will  be  satisfied.   Because  the 
amount  of  potential  energy  from  Montana's  geothermal  resources  Is  small,  the  benefits  gained  by 
developing  these  resources  would  not  be  significant.  The  proposal  does  not  address  any  barriers  to 
geothermal  resource  development  in  the  state.  These  barriers  include  environmental  restrictions,  remote 
locations,  and  the  lack  of  interest  shown  by  developers.   More  attractive  resources  can  be  found  In 
nearby  states. 

Although  the  Department  of  Energy  indicates  that  $30,000  will  be  provided  for  updating 
Montana's  data,  the  department's  interest  does  not  imply  that  the  development  potential  of  Montana's 
resources  has  improved  since  the  BPA  conducted  its  study  in  the  early  80s.  The  project  proposal 
Includes  no  evidence  that  Montana's  resource  owners  either  support  the  project  or  want  to  receive  the 
information  the  project  would  provide. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Any  adverse  environmental  effects  resulting  from  the  "Evaluation  of  Montana's  Geothermal 
Resources"  would  be  limited  to  those  caused  by  activities  associated  with  collecting  and  analyzing  water 
samples  gathered  from  existing  wells.  The  proposed  methods-standard  sample-gathering  and  testing 
procedures-would  keep  potential  adverse  impacts  at  minor  levels.  Information  gathered  as  part  of  the 
project  will  be  used  to  develop  a  database  for  future  planning.  These  actions  in  themselves  are  not 
expected  to  produce  any  indirect  or  cumulative  effects. 

DNRC  would  prepare  a  checklist  during  its  development  of  any  grant  agreement  for  the  project.  The 
review  should  determine  whether  access  to  test  sites  would  require  the  project  sponsor  to  enter  private, 
state,  or  federal  lands  and  whether  the  approval  required  for  collecting  the  samples  has  been  obtained. 
If  the  proposed  project's  scope  is  amended  in  any  way,  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts  shall  be 
reconsidered  before  any  change  of  approach  is  undertaken. 


RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  no  funding  for  the  proposed  project.  Although  some  additional  evaluation 
of  Montana's  limited  geothemal  resources  may  be  wan^nted,  the  $74,335  to  be  provided  by  the 
Department  of  Energy  and  the  project  sponsor  is  considered  adequate  for  the  project's  purpose. 

Any  funding  authorized  by  the  legislature  shall  preclude  university  indirect  costs  and  university 
salaries  included  in  legislatively  approved  university  budgets  and  authorized  in  a  1994-95  appropriations 
bill. 
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PROJECT  NO.  49 

APPUCAhfT  NAME  MADISON  COUNTY 

PROJECT  NAME  Integrated  Waste  Program 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $66,850  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  •  $  3,250  (Madison  Valley  Hospital) 

$  1,200  (Family  Counts) 
$  4,000  (Donations) 
$  1 ,250  (Madison  County) 
$     50  (3-Rivers) 
$  2,500  (Volunteers) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $79,1 00 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  NONE 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

An  integrated  waste  program  is  needed  in  Madison  County  to  reduce  the  use  of  the  landfill  and 
natural  resources,  to  increase  recycling  awareness  and  participation  in  Ennis,  and  to  expand  the 
program  to  other  communities. 

Located  in  southwestem  Montana,  Madison  County  has  a  population  of  5,989;  the  Ennis 
community  has  2,018.  The  10-year  population  growth  figures  for  Madison  County  and  Ennis  are  9.9 
percent  and  17.1  percent,  respectively,  compared  to  1.1  percent  for  the  state  of  Montana. 

Trash-in-Transit  Recycling,  Inc.,  volunteer  recycling  enthusiasts  in  Ennis,  was  organized  in  1990 
after  a  positive  response  was  shown  to  an  Earth  Day  trash-for-trees  exchange.   During  1991  alone,  the 
group  processed  67,000  pounds  of  recyclables,  which  saved  221  cubic  yards  of  landfill.  The  Recycle 
Center  is  used  by  100  families  and  also  boasts  impressive  volunteer  support  Organizations  and  school 
classes  sort  and  load  recyclables. 

The  proposed  project  will  be  overseen  by  Trash-in-Transit  and  will  target  business  managers, 
school  students,  and  the  public.  Education  will  emphasize  the  "R's":  Reduce,  Reuse,  Repair,  Reject, 
Respond,  Recycle-with  seasonal  emphasis. 

To  handle  the  increased  recycling  volume,  a  baler,  forklift,  pallet  jack,  chipper,  and  two  covered 
trailers  will  be  purchased,  and  the  existing  recycling  building  will  be  enlarged.  A  recycling  coordinator 
will  be  hired  to  organize  education,  volunteers,  marketing,  and  promotion,  and  a  center  manager  will  be 
hired  to  operate  equipment. 

Commissioners  want  to  build  on  this  interest  and  expertise  to  develop  an  integrated  solid  waste 
management  program  in  Madison  County  to  extend  the  landfill's  life  and  encourage  global  stewardship 
through  reducing  use  and  through  recycling. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

Volunteers  currently  sort  materials  dropped  off  at  the  recycling  site  and,  to  expand  these  efforts, 
the  nonprofit  group  that  coordinates  recycling  proposes  to  hire  staff  and  purchase  equipment.  The 
proposal  does  not  examine  the  materials  available  for  recycling,  the  value  these  efforts  represent  in 
extending  the  life  of  the  existing  landfill,  or  the  possibility  of  having  a  larger  community  handle  materials 
for  Madison  County.  From  information  provided  in  the  proposal,  the  project's  economic  benefits  or 
financial  feasibility  cannot  be  evaluated. 

Additional  equipment  will  be  purchased,  the  current  drop-off  site  will  be  expanded,  and  staff  will 
be  hired  to  coordinate  recycling  and  public  education  activities.  The  proposal  represents  a  grass  roots 
effort  to  address  a  resource  stewardship  issue.  Extracting  useable  materials  from  Madison  County's 
waste  stream,  both  to  preserve  resources  and  extend  the  life  of  the  existing  landfill,  shows  value. 

The  proposal  assumes  the  benefit  of  establishing  and  operating  a  local  recycling  center.  Other 
approaches  that  were  not  addressed  might  provide  better  economic  benefits.   For  example,  coordinating 
with  other  communities  to  create  a  more  regional  recycling  site  would  be  one  option.   Integrating 
recycling  with  the  cun-ent  landfill  operation  to  eliminate  or  at  least  contain  salary  costs  also  should  be 
considered. 

The  proposal  does  not  take  a  long-term  approach  toward  waste  management  and  makes 
serious  investments  in  alternatives  that  may  not  support  the  best  waste  management  alternative  for  the 
county.   Funding  salaries  from  grant  funds  without  a  commitment  from  any  source  for  future  salaries  and 
without  any  indication  that  revenue  will  support  these  positions  indicates  an  unstable  effort  that  may  be 
short-lived. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

Matching  funds  are  being  contributed  by  the  local  hospital  and  community  resource  agencies. 
The  county  is  offering  a  little  over  1  percent  of  the  project's  costs,  although  a  chief  benefit  expected 
from  the  project  is  reduced  landfill  use  that,  in  turn,  will  extend  the  landfill's  useful  life. 

All  funding  needed  for  the  project  as  outlined  is  included  in  the  proposal.   However,  funds  will 
be  used  to  pay  about  $40,000  in  salary  and  operating  costs  over  a  two-year  period.  The  proposal  does 
not  indicate  whether  other  funding  sources  will  be  adequate  to  support  costs  of  this  magnitude  after 
grant  funds  are  depleted.  No  assessment  of  any  project  revenue  was  included  in  the  application. 

If  the  project  is  economically  feasible,  the  county  should  consider  adopting  the  effort  and 
providing  staff.   For  instance,  current  waste  management  staff  could  assume  some  program 
responsibilities.   Purchasing  equipment  would  merit  loan  funding  to  be  repaid  with  recycling  revenue. 

BENEFTT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

Recycling  efforts  merit  consideration  under  the  Renewable  Resource  Development  Program 
because  the  recycling  profits  and  benefits  gained  from  preserving  costly  landfill  area  can  be  evaluated  as 
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tangible  benefits.  Although  the  proposed  project  offers  some  benefits,  the  application  does  not 
document  whether  the  approach  being  proposed  will  provide  the  greatest  benefits  possible.   Nor  is  any 
indication  given  that  the  revenue  generated  from  recycling  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  for  the  level  of 
operating  costs  outlined-or  even  the  cost  of  equipment. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project  will  not  directly  cause  any  increase  in  either  adverse  or  beneficial  impacts. 
An  Increased  Interest  in  recycling  would  Indirectly  and  cumulatively  produce  beneficial  effects  by 
reducing  demands  on  the  Madison  County  landfill  that  serves  the  town  of  Ennis.  Adverse  impacts  may 
occur  if  the  project  develops  into  a  regional  recycling  and  transfer  station. 

In  developing  any  grant  agreement  for  this  project,  DNRC  would  complete  an  environmental 
checklist  to  determine  whether  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences'  Solid  and 
Hazardous  Waste  Bureau  would  need  to  approve  or  review  the  proposed  project  as  an  area  recycling 
transfer  station.  If  warranted,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  would  conduct  an 
environmental  assessment  before  the  project  is  funded  to  detennine  any  role  the  project  would  play  in 
long-range  solutions  to  area  solid  waste  management  issues.  Any  such  review  must  provide  an 
opportunity  for  public  comment  before  the  project  is  implemented. 

If  the  proposed  project's  scope  is  amended  In  any  way,  potential  adverse  environmental  Impacts 
shall  be  reconsidered  before  any  change  of  approach  is  undertaken. 


RECX)MMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  no  funding  for  this  project.  No  evidence  is  shown  that  the  project  will 
become  financially  self-sustaining.  Cun-ent  recycling  revenue  apparently  is  not  adequate  to  fund  salaries, 
and  no  evidence  shows  that  the  community  Is  willing  to  fund  future  salaries.  Equipment  investment 
should  be  considered  only  after  resultant  income  levels  and  community  financial  support  are  determined 
able  to  sustain  the  effort. 
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PROJECT  NO.  50 

APPUCANT  NAME  CITY  OF  SHELBY 

PROJECT  NAME  Water  Supply  Development 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $319,000  (Project  Sponsor) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $41 9,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  NONE 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Tiie  existing  capacity  of  the  city  of  Shielby's  well  field  is  not  capable  of  meeting  the  community's 
water  consumption  needs.  This  situation  becomes  critical  when  the  well  field's  recharge  is  hampered  by 
a  dropping  water  table.   In  these  situations,  the  well  field  can  only  be  pumped  eight  hours  a  day,  which 
produces  only  800,000  of  the  needed  2.73  million  gallons  of  water.  This  situation  shows  the  potential  to 
hamper  the  community's  growth  and  development. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  proposal  appears  to  be  a  'thrown-together"  attempt  to  use  a  1984  study  to  obtain  1992 
funding  for  a  water  expansion  project.  The  proposal  fails  to  support  the  project's  technical  feasibility. 

Most  of  the  documentation  is  comprised  of  an  engineering  study  completed  by  Thomas,  Dean  & 
Hoskins,  Inc.  in  May  1984,  along  with  a  study  by  the  city  in  December  1980  (not  included  in  the 
proposal). 

According  to  the  application,  the  1980  records  indicate  that  the  well  field  was  producing  1,400  to 
1,500  gallons  per  minute  (gpm),  or  2,169,000  gallons  per  day  (gpd)  (24-hour  pumping  period).  In  1983 
(at  the  low  river  level),  the  well  field  was  producing  1,340  gpm,  or  800,000  gpd  (8-hour  maximum 
pumping  period).  The  1983  water  shortage  was  attributed  to  the  low  river  (3  feet  below  normal)  and 
high  demand.  In  1984,  the  area  had  seven  producing  wells  and  one  auxiliary  well.  The  project's  goal  is 
to  expand  the  existing  well  field's  capacity  by  constructing  a  system  of  low  yield  wells. 

Six  of  the  options  discussed  in  the  1984  study  were  not  reevaluated  to  prepare  this  proposal. 
The  estimated  cost  of  alternative  number  5  (the  low  yield  wells)  recommended  in  the  1984  study  was 
updated  to  reflect  1992  costs.  The  altemative  recommended  in  1984  may  not  be  appropriate  for  1992. 
The  proposal  neither  addresses  any  well  field  changes  since  1984  or  any  new  technology  or  systems. 
The  options  have  not  been  fully  analyzed,  and  the  approach's  viability  is  questionable  at  current 
pumping  rates.  These  rates  were  not  mentioned  other  than  as  a  1983  forecast. 

Whether  the  recommended  alternative  will  solve  Shelby's  problem  has  not  been  shown.  The 
proposed  alternative  would  not  supply  Shelby  with  water  at  the  rate  of  2.73  million  gpd;  the  system 
would  fall  approximately  1  million  gpd  short-which  may  or  may  not  be  acceptable  to  the  city. 


Of  seven  alternatives,  only  the  cost  of  alternative  number  5  was  updated  to  reflect  1992  dollars. 
Because  additional  budget  items  that  may  be  necessary  for  1992  were  not  addressed,  a  true  comparison 
of  costs  versus  benefits  cannot  be  made. 

The  proposal  did  not  address  any  coordination,  compliance,  or  scheduling  for  the  project.   Nor 
were  current  user  rates  and  forecasted  user  rates  presented  in  the  proposal. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENTT 

The  total  cost  of  the  recommended  low  yield  well  alternative  is  $419,000.  The  city  of  Shelby  is 
requesting  a  $100,000  DNRC  grant.  According  to  the  proposal,  the  remaining  $319,000  will  be  funded 
through  the  city's  water  system  reserve  and  capital  improvement  funds. 

The  cost  estimate  for  alternative  number  5  that  was  presented  in  Thomas,  Dean  &  Hoskins'  1984 
study  was  the  only  option  financially  reevaluated  to  prepare  this  proposal.   Because  the  other  six 
alternatives  were  not  updated,  a  cost-versus-benefit  evaluation  cannot  be  substantiated  from  the  data 
included  in  the  proposal. 

BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

Although  the  proposal  would  provide  better  management,  use,  and  protection  of  a  renewable 
water  source,  the  extent  of  the  benefits  was  not  discussed  other  than  to  indicate  that  3,500  Montanans 
would  benefit  directly  from  the  project. 

The  proposal  indicates  that  1  million  gallons  of  additional  water  reserves  (1984  estimate)  would 
be  available  to  the  city  if  this  project  were  undertaken,  although  about  1  million  gpd  of  water  (during  low 
river  periods)  still  would  be  needed.  Producing  additional  water  from  the  well  field  would  represent  an 
investment  in  a  renewable  resource;  however,  this  benefit  was  not  discussed  in  the  proposal. 

In  1983,  the  citizens  of  Shelby  obviously  would  have  been  eager  to  obtain  the  water  that  was 
needed.  However,  the  proposal  did  not  provide  any  documentation  to  show  that  the  people  still  feel  that 
way  in  1992. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  environmental  assessment  checklist  included  in  the  proposal  indicates  that  the  proposed 
project  would  not  cause  any  adverse  environmental  impacts.  The  final  engineering  design  documents 
would  address  any  short-temn  (construction-related)  environmental  impacts. 
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RECX)MMENDAT10N 

Because  all  the  alternatives  were  not  considered,  it  cannot  be  determined  whether  the  proposed 
project  will  provide  the  most  cost-effective  solution.  Therefore,  DNRC  recommends  that  this  project 
receive  no  funding. 

PROJECT  NO.  51 

APPUCANT  NAME  CITY  OF  POLSON 

PROJECT  NAME  Water  Reservoir  Reconstruction  Project 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $  55.000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $100,000  (Security  State  Bank,  Poison) 

$100,350  (Project  Sponsor) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $255,350 

AMOUhTT  RECOMMENDED  NONE 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Poison  has  two  250,000-gallon  reservoirs  in  its  lower  zone  that  are  quickly  deteriorating.  They 
are  concrete  tanks  covered  by  a  metal  building.  The  city  of  Poison  wants  to  reconstruct  these  tanks  to 
eliminate  the  leakage  and  potential  tiack  siphonage  of  contaminated  water.   If  the  tanks  are  not  repaired 
and  become  inoperable,  the  city  also  would  lose  its  main  water  supply  source  for  domestic  and  fire 
purposes. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  problem  caused  by  deterioration  of  the  city  water  storage  reservoirs  appears  genuine.  The 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences'  Water  Quality  Bureau  noted  during  a  1988  inspection 
that  the  reservoirs  should  be  rebuilt  because  of  damp  earth  adjacent  to  the  structures  and  concrete 
failure.  A  follow-up  inspection  report  prepared  by  a  Water  Quality  Bureau  engineer  in  1991  included  a 
similar  statement. 

The  application  identified  two  alternatives  for  rehabilitating  the  reservoirs:   (1)  concrete  patching, 
and  (2)  lining  the  reservoirs  with  a  synthetic  material.   Concrete  patching  was  selected  as  the  preferred 
altemative  from  visual  inspections  made  from  the  top  of  the  reservoirs,   ([he  application  suggests  that 
the  reservoirs  were  not  empty  at  the  time  of  the  inspection.)  Without  a  detailed  inspection  of  the 
reservoirs  while  they  are  empty,  how  this  alternative  was  selected  over  a  liner  installation  is  unclear. 

The  town  has  coordinated  with  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences'  Water 
Quality  Bureau  on  this  project.  Although  no  other  coordination  is  documented  in  the  application,  none 
appears  to  be  required.   No  permits  should  be  required  to  complete  this  project. 
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RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENT 

While  project  costs  may  appear  reasonable,  the  application  does  not  include  sufficient  enough 
detail  to  evaluate  the  budget  properly.  Also  questionable  is  how  an  accurate  estimation  of  project  costs 
was  reached  without  conducting  a  more  detailed  inspection  of  the  reservoirs  (i.e.,  inspection  when  the 
reservoirs  are  empty,  determining  the  quantity  of  cracks  to  be  repaired). 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  In  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currentiy  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  significant  water  protection.   However,  It  would  not  provide 
any  more  water  conservation,  development,  or  use  than  existing  conditions  now  provide. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Minor  adverse  environmental  effects  are  associated  with  this  project.  Through  proper 
construction  practices,  however,  these  effects  can  be  maintained  at  low  levels.  The  project's  benefits 
include  removing  potential  health  hazards  by  preventing  contaminated  surface  water  from  entering  the 
underground  storage  reservoirs. 


RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  that  this  project  receive  no  funding.  The  Information  included  in  the 
application  does  not  adequately  support  the  suggested  repair  alternative  or  the  project's  cost  estimate. 
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PROJECT  NO.  52 


APPUCANT  NAME  FERGUS  COUNTY 

PROJECT  NAME  Central  Montana  Fairgrounds  -  Well  Revitallzation 

Project 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $7,458  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  In-kind  labor  and  equipment 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $7,458 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  NONE 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

In  1991.  Fergus  County  voters-by  a  two-to-one  margin-passed  a  $975,000  bond  issue  to 
replace  the  original  80-year  old  grandstand  at  the  Central  Montana  Fairgrounds.   Construction  is 
undenA^ay.  and  the  project  should  be  completed  by  July  1992.  When  plans  were  being  drawn  for  the 
new  grandstand,  the  current  water  and  sewer  system  was  considered  sufficient  for  handling  all 
fairground  activities.  This  new  facility,  however,  apparently  will  tax  the  present  water  source  to  the 
fairgrounds  because  there  is  only  a  3-inch  line  to  the  site.   Because  the  city  is  unable  to  place  a  larger 
feeder  line  to  the  fairgrounds  within  the  foreseeable  future,  its  plan  involves  dividing  the  fairgrounds  in 
half,  with  the  southern  half  served  by  city  water  and  the  northern  half  by  the  new  well. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  abandoned  well  originally  was  drilled  294  feet  deep  in  1965.  and  "plentiful"  (30  gallons  per 
minute)  water  was  found.   In  1982.  an  electrical  failure  destroyed  the  pump  and.  after  the  failure,  the 
existing  well  was  abandoned.  Also  in  1982,  the  fairground  facilities  were  (and  currently  are)  connected 
to  the  city  water  system.  This  proposal's  goal  is  to  provide  an  adequate  water  supply  to  the  Central 
Montana  Fairgrounds. 

The  Fair  Board  consulted  with  two  drilling  companies  to  determine  what  needed  to  be  done  to 
the  existing  well  to  make  it  operational.  The  project's  costs  will  be  minimized  by  using  in-kind 
contributions  from  fairground  and  county  road  personnel  and  (heavy)  equipment.  The  well  was 

inspected  by  the  drilling  companies  and  would  require  cleaning,  a  new  pump  and  pressure  tank,  and  a 
storage  pit  enclosure. 

According  to  the  proposal,  a  licensed,  bonded  professional  would  be  used  for  all  electrical  and 
pump  installation  work.  However,  the  proposal  does  not  indicate  whether  an  engineer  would  be  hired  to 
deal  with  the  construction  design,  permitting,  or  inspection. 

The  specific  quantity  of  additional  water  needed  was  not  discussed  in  the  proposal.  The 
September  28,  1965  well  log  indicated  a  30  gpm  production  from  the  abandoned  well.  Assuming  that 
water  of  sufficient  quality  is  available  from  the  well,  this  project  would  provide  an  economical  solution  to 
the  problem.  The  proposal's  direct  product  would  be  an  additional  water  source  for  the  fairgrounds. 
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Two  drilling  companies  were  consulted  to  determine  what  needed  to  be  done  to  make  the  well 
functional.  An  engineer  may  need  to  be  consulted  about  the  existing  well's  condition  and  appropriate 
solutions  to  any  construction  problems  or  permitting  requirements. 

The  following  technical  documentation  was  excluded  from  the  proposal:   (1)  flow  data  from  the 
current  3-inch  city  service  line;  (2)  the  fairgrounds'  flow  requirements;  3)  an  engineering  report  on  the 
abandoned  well's  condition  and  past  flow  data;  (4)  a  list  of  specific  in-kind  activities  and  related  costs 
anticipated  by  the  county;  (5)  an  evaluation  of  other  available  options;  (6)  the  fairgrounds'  fire  flow 
demand;  (7)  a  detailed  breakdown  of  the  costs  related  to  extension  of  the  city  line;  (8)  any  anticipated 
engineering,  monitoring,  and  testing  services  that  may  be  needed  to  put  the  abandoned  well  back  into 
service;  and  (9)  current  data  related  to  the  quality  and  quantity  of  water  from  the  abandoned  well. 

Re-permitting  the  well  will  likely  be  required  and,  after  the  well  is  put  into  production,  sampling 
and  testing  will  be  conducted  on  a  routine  schedule  and  water  treatment  may  be  necessary.  A  30-day 
construction  and  installation  schedule  appears  adequate. 

In-kind  contributions  from  the  county  and  fairgrounds  personnel  have  minimized  the  request  for 
DNRC  funding  of  this  project.     Although  the  project  may  be  considered  feasible,  the  preliminary  work 
completed  to  date  and  the  technical  documentation  submitted  with  the  application  fail  to  support 
technical  feasibility. 


RNANCiAL  ASSESSMEr^ 

Because  of  the  small  grant  request  amount  ($7,458),  no  other  funding  sources  are  identified.  In 
the  project  proposal,  Fergus  County  indicates  that  the  County  Road  Department  will  provide  the 
equipment,  and  the  fairgrounds  and  road  crew  personnel  will  provide  required  labor.  The  proposal  did 
not  break  down  the  expected  "in-kind"  costs  or  describe  the  expertise  of  the  personnel.  Tlie  in-kind 
costs  required  for  this  project  may  exceed  that  anticipated  by  the  county  if  the  scope  of  services  is  not 
better  defined. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  othenwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  project  will  enable  the  fairgrounds  facility  to  efficiently  develop  and  manage  its  water.  The 
project  is  a  multi-use  project  that  has  received  strong  public  support.   Use  of  the  fairgrounds  is  broad- 
based,  and  the  added  water  would  benefit  thousands  of  Montanans.  The  fairgrounds  is  a  major 
economic  influence  in  the  area,  and  availability  of  adequate  water  is  essential  for  its  use. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

According  to  the  proposal,  the  proposed  construction  should  not  affect  topography,  geology, 
soils,  floodplains,  wetlands,  endangered  species,  water  quality,  park  lands,  or  agricultural  production 
areas.  This  assumes,  of  course,  that  the  well  is  in  good  shape  and  that  the  procedures  outlined  in  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences'  Circular  84-1 1  are  followed. 
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The  project  apparently  would  not  cause  any  significant,  long-term  adverse  Impacts. 


RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  that  this  project  receive  no  funding.  The  technical  and  financial 
documentation  included  in  the  proposal  is  incomplete. 


PROJECT  NO.  53 

APPUCANT  NAME  CITY  OF  DILLON 

PROJECT  NAME  Water  Treatment  Plant 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $   100.000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  990,000  (Project  Sponsor) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1,090,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  NONE 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

According  to  the  Clean  Water  Act.  all  surface  water  sources  must  be  treated  and  filtered  by  July 
1.  1993.  Rattlesnake  Creek  has  been  Dillon's  primary  water  source  for  many  years;  it  produces  1.000 
gallons  of  water  per  minute. 

Creek  water  is  piped  7  miles  from  its  point  of  diversion  to  the  city  and  is  entirely  gravity-flow  with 
no  boost  pumps.  The  system  therefore  requires  little  maintenance.  A  series  of  valves  controls  pressures 
that  otherwise  would  far  exceed  acceptable  limits.  Treatment  methods  at  the  current  time  consist  only 
of  sedimentation  and  chlorination.  The  system  also  has  frequent  problems  with  turbidity,  which  limits  its 
usefulness  during  runoff  periods  or  during  thunderstorms.  Algae  growth  contributes  to  unacceptable 
turbidity  levels  in  warm  weather.  The  city  has  excellent  water  rights  on  the  creek. 

Rattlesnake  Creek  is  supplemented  by  four  municipal  wells,  none  of  which  is  chlorinated.  All  the 
wells  are  operated  with  electric  motors.  One,  however,  is  capable  of  being  converted  to  diesel  power  in 
approximately  45  minutes.  The  wells'  combined  pumping  capacity  is  2,500  gallons  per  minute.  When 
combined  with  the  creek  source,  the  capacity  exceeds  the  city's  peak  demands  (2.4  million  gallons  per 
day). 

To  comply  with  the  Clean  Water  Act's  provisions,  to  eliminate  excessive  turbidity  levels,  and  to 
maintain  acceptable  chlorination  levels,  the  city  plans  to  construct  a  water  treatment  and  filtration  plant 
for  its  Rattlesnake  Creek  supply  and  chlorinate  its  four  main  wells. 
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TECHNICAL  ASSESSMEhTT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  city  of  Dillon's  water  supply  currently  is  comprised  of  two  sources.   (1)  Rattlesnake  Creek,  a 
surface  water  source,  provides  nearly  83  percent  of  the  city's  annual  demand;  and  (2)  four  wells  are 
used  to  provide  the  rest  of  the  demand.  The  surface  water  source  is  susceptible  to  contamination  by 
the  Giardia  Lamblia  Cyst  and  also  shows  a  high  sediment  content  at  times.   During  periods  of  high 
turbidity,  the  city  does  not  use  the  creek  water  and,  instead,  relies  entirely  on  groundwater  to  meet  the 
demand. 

The  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  placed  the  city  under  a  "boil"  order  in 
1985  because  of  problems  associated  with  the  surface  water  source. 

The  city  contracted  for  a  study  of  its  entire  water  system,  including  source,  storage,  and 
distribution.  The  study  was  completed  in  June  1988  and  recommended,  among  other  things,  that  'the 
city  establish  groundwater  as  their  main  source  of  water  supply."  The  wells  are  able  to  supply  100 
percent  of  the  city's  water  demand  except  during  emergencies.  The  report  also  recommended  that 
Rattlesnake  Creek  not  be  abandoned  but  maintained  as  an  emergency  water  supply  source. 

Dillon  chose  to  keep  Rattlesnake  Creek  as  its  main  water  source.  The  proposed  project  will 
construct  a  water  treatment  plant  near  the  creek's  diversion  point.  This  plant  will  use  the  slow  sand 
filtration  system,  although  adequate  technical  documentation  was  not  provided  with  the  application  to 
support  using  this  type  of  system.  The  city  has  not  conducted  a  pilot  study  to  determine  whether  this 
filtration  method  will  work.  Other  communities  in  Montana  (e.g.,  Niehart,  Seeley  Lake,  and  Hysham)  with 
similar  water  quality  problems  (i.e.,  high  turbidity  levels  caused  by  runoff)  have  conducted  pilot  studies 
on  using  the  slow  sand  filtration  system  and  found  that  it  does  not  work.  To  meet  applicable  standards, 
they  would  have  to  use  a  rapid  sand  filtration  system.  In  each  case,  the  cost  of  the  rapid  sand  system 
was  much  higher  than  that  of  the  slow  system. 

Dillon  has  coordinated  the  project  with  several  state  agencies  and  private  suppliers.  Although 
the  city  currently  has  a  water  right  to  Rattlesnake  Creek,  the  right  is  not  large  enough  to  allow  the  city  to 
draw  100  percent  of  its  required  water  from  this  source.  Nor  is  it  likely  that  Dillon  will  be  able  to  obtain 
additional  rights  because  those  rights  are  controlled  by  area  irrigators. 

The  time  line  presented  for  the  project  appears  reasonable.  If  grant  funds  are  awarded, 
however,  they  probably  would  not  be  available  when  needed.  The  application  indicates  that  construction 
would  begin  during  the  summer  of  1993.  Any  grant  funds  probably  would  not  be  available  until  1995. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  selected  altematlve's  Initial  construction  cost  is  $893,000,  more  than  10  times  as  expensive 
as  the  alternative  recommended  in  the  1988  engineering  study.  The  consumer's  monthly  charges  will  be 
48  percent  higher  if  the  town  builds  a  new  treatment  facility  rather  than  use  groundwater  as  its  main 
source.  According  to  the  application,  the  city  will  need  an  additional  $990,000  to  complete  the  project. 
How  the  city  expects  to  obtain  this  additional  funding,  however,  is  not  indicated. 

The  application  does  not  indicate  whether  Dillon's  citizens  would  support  an  additional  48 
percent  charge  on  their  monthly  water  bills  to  continue  using  the  surface  water  source. 
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BENEFTT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  on-the-ground  project  will  provide  significant  tangible  benefits  (i.e.,  improved  water  quality) 
to  Dillon's  citizens.  The  project  will  not  provide  any  economic  benefits  to  the  citizens  and,  in  fact,  will 
produce  monthly  costs  higher  than  those  that  would  result  from  using  wells  as  the  primary  water  source. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project's  short-term,  adverse  environmental  effects  would  include  increased  air  and  noise 
pollution  generally  associated  with  construction.   However,  sound  construction  practices  would  reduce 
those  negative  effects. 

The  project  is  not  expected  to  cause  any  long-temn,  adverse  environmental  effects.   However, 
positive  environmental  benefits  will  be  provided  if  the  city  chooses  to  use  groundwater  as  its  main  water 
source  and  Rattlesnake  Creek  only  during  emergencies.  The  water  that  normally  would  be  diverted  from 
the  creek  for  domestic  use  could  be  allowed  to  stay  in  the  creek  and  provide  additional  water  for  aquatic 
life. 


RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  that  this  project  receive  no  funding.  The  selected  alternative's  initial  cost  is 
10  times  higher  than  that  of  the  alternative  recommended  by  the  1988  water  system  study.  This 
alternative  also  will  result  in  monthly  water  bills  48  percent  higher  than  they  would  be  from  using  wells  as 
the  primary  water  source. 

Further,  the  city  proposes  using  a  slow  sand  filtration  system  as  its  water  treatment  method.  A 
pilot  study  has  not  been  undertaken  to  prove  that  this  system  would  work  in  this  particular  application. 
In  fact,  the  slow  sand  filtration  system  has  been  shown  not  to  work  in  other  communities  with  turbidity 
problems  similar  to  Dillon's.  If  indeed  the  system  does  not  work,  the  city  would  have  no  choice  but  to 
use  an  even  more  expensive  water  treatment  alternative. 
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PROJECT  NO.  ^ 

APPUCANTT  NAME  MEAGHER  COUNTY  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  South  Side  Canal  Uning  Project 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $100,000  GRANT 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  25,000  (Soil  Conservation  Service) 

$  25,000  (Loan) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 50,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  NONE 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  project  involves  installing  a  20-mil  reinforced  plastic  membrane  in  7,500  feet  of  South  Side 
Canal.  Through  extensive  and  continued  testing  during  1991,  the  worst  seepage  areas  will  be  isolated, 
and  the  plastic  lining  will  be  designed  for  installation  in  these  areas. 

Between  1988  and  1992,  approximately  8,500  feet  of  the  canal  were  lined  with  a  similar  plastic 
lining,  and  seepage  losses  were  eliminated  in  these  sections.  Similar  linings  in  other  canals  and  ponds 
have  proven  extremely  successful.  Plastic  lining  is  an  approved  and  effective  method  that  has  been 
used  in  some  areas  for  more  than  20  years. 

This  specific  project  involves  sun/eying  the  areas  detemriined  to  have  the  worst  seepage  losses. 
The  canal  would  be  regraded  in  these  sections,  over-excavated,  and  the  side  slopes  reduced  to  3:1. 
Keyways  are  designed  along  the  sides  to  ensure  that  the  plastic  liner  stays  in  place.  One  foot  of  graded 
material  will  cover  the  bottom  of  the  lining  and  canal,  and  the  sides  will  be  replaced  to  a  2%:1  slope, 
which  will  provide  more  than  1  foot  of  cover.  The  area  will  be  reshaped,  graded,  and  reseeded  to 
prevent  noxious  weed  invasion  and  erosion. 

Each  unit  has  a  detailed  irrigation  water  management  plan  tailored  to  the  method  of  inigation, 
crops,  and  soils.  The  plan  assists  cooperators  with  the  timing  of  the  application  and  application  rates. 
The  management  plans  also  have  helped  with  sound  resource  decisions. 

Monitoring  water  quality  in  the  Smith  River  will  begin  during  the  spring  of  1993,  which  will 
provide  a  benchmark  of  existing  water  quality  throughout  the  1993  irrigation  season.   Continued 
monitoring  would  determine  the  effect  of  proper  irrigation  water  management  and  canal  lining  on  overall 
water  quality  in  the  Smith  River. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  South  Side  Canal  Water  Users  Association's  irrigation  project  is  a  state-owned  project 
comprised  of  1 ,535  acres  in  central  Montana.  Water  is  diverted  from  the  North  Forl<  of  the  Smith  River, 
and  water  is  contracted  from  Sutheriin  Reservoir,  another  state-owned  facility.  The  canal  measures  1 1 
miles  long. 
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This  application  proposes  to  install  a  20-mil,  reinforced  plastic  membrane  lining  in  7,500  feet  of 
the  association's  canal  to  reduce  water  losses.  Testing  has  indicated  losses  of  70  to  75  percent,  or 
about  1 ,500  to  2,000  acre-feet  of  water  each  year.  This  proposal  represents  an  ongoing  program  by  the 
association  to  reduce  canal  seepage  losses.  To  date,  nearly  8,500  feet  of  the  more  critical  sections  have 
been  lined  with  a  similar  plastic  lining.  An  additional  14,500  feet  need  to  be  lined,  7,500  feet  of  which  is 
the  target  of  this  proposal. 

Project  implementation-including  identifying  sections  to  line,  design  work,  bid-letting,  installation, 
and  monitoring-will  be  done  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  in  conjunction  with  the  South  Side  Canal 
Water  Users  Association,  the  Meagher  County  Conservation  District,  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences,  and  DNRC.   Flow  measurements  and  soil  borings  will  be  taken  to  identify  those 
sections  that  show  the  greatest  losses.  After  being  covered  with  12  inches  of  soil,  the  lining  will  be 
shaped,  graded,  and  re-seeded.  This  12-inch  cover  will  provide  protection  from  cattle  and  wildlife 
damage.  The  plastic  liner  distributor  suggests  a  geotextile  blanket  under  the  liner  in  rocky  areas  to 
prevent  puncture  damage.  The  lining's  service  life  is  estimated  at  20  years-with  the  hope  for  50  years. 
Canal  seepage  losses  and  river  water  quality  will  be  monitored,  and  a  demonstration  tour  also  is 
planned. 

Although  water  quality  testing  and  monitoring  of  the  river  is  stated  as  part  of  the  proposal,  no 
indication  of  a  water  quality  problem  is  mentioned.   In  fact,  the  application  describes  the  river's  present 
water  quality  as  good. 

Alternative  liners  have  been  considered  along  with  pumping.  All  these  exceed  the  cost  per  year 
based  on  the  expected  life  of  the  proposed  soil-covered  plastic  lining. 

The  proposed  project  should  significantly  reduce  canal  seepage  losses  in  the  sections  that  are 
lined.   Until  the  remaining  7,000  feet  of  critical  canal  sections  are  lined,  however,  whether  water 
availability  will  significantly  increase  for  the  association's  water  users  is  unclear. 

In  the  past,  DNRC  loans  have  provided  partial  funding  for  lining  some  of  the  canal  sections. 

RNANCIAL  ASSESSMEhTT 

The  proposed  project's  total  cost  is  $150,000.  The  Meagher  County  Conservation  District's 
$100,000  grant  request  includes  $2,500  for  salaries  and  benefits;  $500  for  associated  administration 
costs  (office  rent,  equipment  rent,  communications,  supplies,  travel);  $3,000  for  laboratory  costs;  $87,000 
for  construction  costs;  and  $7,000  for  contingencies.  The  district  will  contribute  $800  for  contract 
administration  salaries  and  benefits,  $100  for  travel,  and  $100  for  supplies.  The  South  Side  Canal  Water 
Users  Association  will  contribute  $1 ,000  for  salaries  and  benefits,  $2,000  for  laboratory  costs,  $42,000  for 
construction  costs,  and  $4,000  for  contingencies.  In-kind  services  provided  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  include  project  engineering,  construction  inspection,  and  laboratory  work  and  testing.   DNRC  will 
provide  in-kind  services  for  construction  inspection. 

Loan  funds  are  available  from  DNRC's  Engineering  Bureau  for  state-owned  projects~$800,000 
per  biennium.  The  water  users  will  apply  for  $25,000  in  a  Soil  Conservation  Service  cost-share  and  a 
$25,000  Farmer's  Home  Administration  (FmHA),  DNRC,  or  private  loan.  If  the  users  cannot  obtain  the 
SCS  cost-share,  they  will  apply  for  a  $50,000  loan. 
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BENEFTT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  project  indirectly  supports  State  Water  Plan  objectives  through  improved  canal  conveyance 
efficiency  from  the  lining.  Objectives  supported  include  improved  water  use  and  conveyance  efficiencies 
and  water  conservation.  The  project  obtains  water  from  Sutheriin  Reservoir,  a  water  storage  facility. 
The  project  also  involves  family-owned  farms. 

The  project  does  not  initiate  the  use  of  reserved  water.  The  proposal  includes  no  indications 
that  the  project  would  help  resolve  Indian  or  federal  reserved  water  rights. 

According  to  the  application,  water  will  be  conserved.   Because  of  the  lining  project,  a  flow  of  10 
to  20  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs)  will  remain  in  the  Smith  River  during  the  irrigation  season. 

Letters  of  support  submitted  in  1990  from  the  local  SCS  County  Committee  and  county 
commissioners  are  documented.    Some  benefits  from  the  instream  flow  increase  may  be  provided,  and 
local  water  users  will  benefit  the  most  directly.  According  to  the  applicant's  contact,  some  local  North 
Fork  of  the  Smith  River  irrigators  oppose  the  river  water  quality  testing. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project's  direct  environmental  effects  would  be  minor  and  short-term  to  the  degree  that 
canal  revegetation  can  take  place  before  use.  Completion  of  a  DNRC  environmental  checklist  is 
required  in  coordination  with  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  The  checklist  must 
note  any  short-temi  water  quality  effects  and  concerns. 


RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  that  this  project  receive  no  funding.  The  South  Side  Canal  Water  Users 
Association  may  obtain  the  equivalent  of  one  year's  operation  and  maintenance  costs  If  the  association 
agrees  to  take  possession  of  the  canal.   (The  state's  desire  is  that  the  association  do  this.)  In  lieu  of 
awarding  a  grant  under  the  Water  Development  and  Renewable  Resource  Development  programs, 
DNRC  will  work  with  the  association  to  transfer  ownership  and  grant  the  respective  funding. 
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The  following  projects  are  Coal  Severance  Tax  loans  recommended  for  funding.  The  list  is 
alphabetized  by  the  name  of  the  project  sponsor. 


PROJECT  NO.  1 

APPUCAhn-  NAME  TOWN  OF  ENNIS 

PROJECT  NAME  Water  Storage  and  Distribution  System  Improvements 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $1,100,000  LOAN 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  None 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 , 1 00,000 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

This  project  is  proposed  to  improve  the  town  of  Ennis'  water  storage  and  distribution  system.  A 
300,000-galion  reservoir  will  be  constructed  southwest  of  Ennis,  with  a  12-inch  transmission  main 
connecting  the  resen/oir  to  the  existing  distribution  system.  The  new  tank  will  increase  available  storage 
from  250,000  to  500,000  gallons  to  enable  the  community  to  fight  larger  fires,  and  the  reservoir  will  be 
placed  at  an  elevation  such  that  pressures  in  the  southwestem  part  of  town  can  be  increased  to  an 
acceptable  level. 

A  second  pressure  zone  will  be  needed  after  the  new  tank  is  constructed.  To  supply  and 
pressurize  this  zone,  a  booster  pump  station  will  be  constructed.  A  pressure-reducing  station  will  be 
Integrated  between  the  pressure  zones  to  let  water  from  the  new  storage  tank  enter  the  lower  pressure 
zone  as  needed  to  fight  fires. 

Distribution  system  improvements  will  provide  a  core  to  satisfy  fire  supply  needs  for  all  areas, 
particularly  the  commercial  district.   Several  loops  also  will  be  completed  not  only  to  increase  pressure 
but  to  eliminate  the  potential  for  stagnant  or  contaminated  water.   New  fire  hydrants  will  be  installed  to 
replace  those  that  do  not  function  properly  and,  for  more  efficient  system  operation,  new  gate  valves  will 
be  installed  to  replace  inoperable  valves. 

TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  town  of  Ennis'  population  increased  more  than  17  percent  between  1980  and  1990.  The 
increased  growth  into  outer  areas  of  the  community  has  caused  problems  with  supplying  adequate 
water  pressure  and  flow  to  all  areas.  As  Ennis'  population  increases,  the  demand  for  water  increases, 
and  the  town  has  discovered  that  it  no  longer  is  able  to  provide  water  to  all  its  consumers  and  still 
maintain  adequate  system  pressure  and  an  adequate  fire-fighting  reserve. 
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In  1990,  Ennis  commissioned  a  detailed  water  system  analysis.  The  analysis  was  completed  in 
November  1991  and  identified  several  alternatives  for  correcting  the  water  storage  and  distribution 
system  problems.  For  each  option,  detailed  cost  estimates  were  prepared  and  the  least-cost  alternatives 
selected.  Although  some  of  the  other  alternatives  were  considered  technically  feasible,  they  proved  to 
be  cost-prohibitive. 

The  town  of  Ennis  proposes  to  construct  a  new  300,000-galion,  on-ground,  bolted  steel  water 
storage  tank.  The  tank  will  be  located  so  that  water  pressure  throughout  the  town  meets  applicable 
standards,  and  it  also  will  increase  the  system's  storage  capacity  by  100  percent.  As  a  result,  water 
availability  for  consumer  use  and  fire  protection  will  Increase. 

A  number  of  improvements  are  planned  for  the  distribution  system,  including  replacement  of 
undersized  mains,  installation  of  additional  fire  hydrants  and  valves,  elimination  of  dead  end  mains,  and 
construction  of  a  new,  radio-controlled  telemetry  system. 

Ennis  has  coordinated  its  efforts  with  several  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies,  and  all 
necessary  permits  have  been  identified.  Although  none  have  been  applied  for  yet,  obtaining  the  permits 
should  not  be  a  problem.  The  project's  budget  and  the  proposed  schedule  appear  realistic. 


RNANQAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  cost  estimate  in  the  application  is  realistic,  and  the  figures  are  adequately  documented  in 
the  water  system  analysis.  The  system's  762  equivalent  users  will  see  their  rates  increase  from  $7.29  to 
$26.10  per  month  (a  360  percent  increase).  While  this  represents  a  significant  user  rate  increase,  it  is 
not  out  of  line  in  comparison  to  other  communities  of  similar  size. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  consen/e,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  project  will  provide  an  improved  water  system  for  Ennis'  citizens.  The  community  will 
receive  a  fire  protection  system  capable  of  meeting  ISO  requirements  that  should  help  reduce  insurance 
premiums  and  make  the  commercial  district  more  attractive  to  potential  businesses.  Water  pressure  will 
be  increased  in  several  areas  of  town,  and  the  potential  for  stagnation  and  contamination  potential  will 
be  minimized  by  eliminating  dead  end  mains.  Also,  the  number  of  any  users  disrupted  by  required 
system  shutdowns  will  be  minimized  with  the  addition  of  new  valves. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  adverse  environmental  aspects  associated  with  this  project  are  those  related  to 
construction.  With  the  exception  of  new  disturbances  for  the  proposed  water  reservoir  and  connecting 
pipelines,  most  construction  will  take  place  within  Ennis  city  limits.  The  construction  will  involve  the 
usual  earth-moving  and  excavation  procedures  that  will  cause  some  dust  and  noise  pollution.  To  reduce 
these  impacts,  proper  precautions  will  be  taken  during  construction. 
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Positive  environmental  effects  are  anticipated  for  water  quantity  and  quality.  The  increased 
amount  of  stored  water  will  allow  additional  water  for  consumer  demand  or  fire-fighting.  The  system 
also  will  realize  better  pressures  and  operation  flexibility  that  will  improve  water  quality  and  sen/ice  for 
the  users. 


RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  a  $1,100,000  loan  at  an  interest  rate  1  percentage  point  below  the  rate  at 
which  the  state  bond  is  sold  for  the  first  five  years,  and  at  the  bond  rate  for  the  renriaining  15  years. 

Since  Ennis  will  be  asked  to  increase  its  rates  by  more  than  360  percent,  the  town  shall  hold  a 
debt  election  in  accordance  with  Title  7,  Chapter  7,  Part  42,  IVICA,  to  show  its  support  for  the  project.  A 
simple  majority  of  those  electors  casting  ballots  must  be  in  favor  of  the  project  before  any  DNRC  funds 
will  be  disbursed. 

State  agency  approvals  will  be  required  for  this  project.  As  a  condition  of  the  loan,  DNRC  would 
require  that  the  appropriate  permits  and  approvals  be  obtained.   If  an  additional  environmental  analysis 
is  required  as  a  prerequisite  for  permit  issuance,  DNRC  would  participate  to  the  degree  required  to 
determine  whether  adverse  impacts  beyond  those  expected  would  occur  and  to  determine  the  measures 
necessary  to  reduce  those  impacts  to  acceptable  levels.   If  any  such  measures  are  identified,  the  loan 
amount  may  be  increased  to  provide  funds  necessary  for  maintaining  adverse  impacts  at  minor  levels. 

Expenditure  of  the  funds  would  be  contingent  upon  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences'  final  approval  of  the  project  design. 

PROJECT  NO.  2 

APPUCANT  NAME  HUNTLEY  PROJECT  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

PROJECT  NAME  Diversion  and  Main  Canal  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $4,875,440  LOAN 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  176.530  (Project  Sponsor) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $5,051 .970 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Between  1904  and  1908,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  constructed  the  main  canal  and  tunnels 
(three  ranging  from  550  to  1 ,600  feet  long)  of  the  project's  irrigation  system.  The  system's  initial 
capacity  was  750  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs).  Throughout  the  years,  however,  the  longest  tunnel  (#2) 
has  deteriorated  substantially  for  several  reasons.   (1)  The  tunnel  was  constructed  of  unreinforced 
concrete  of  questionable  quality.   (2)  Some  of  the  soil  through  which  the  tunnel  was  constructed  has  a 
high  expansion  ratio.   (3)  During  the  80-plus  years  the  tunnel  fias  been  in  existence,  it  has  received  no 
protection  from  Montana's  winters.   (4)  In  later  years,  the  original  structure's  under-capacity  design 
raised  velocities  within  the  tunnel  to  approximately  9.5  feet  per  second  and,  with  the  quality  of  the  water 
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being  diverted,  creates  a  highly  erosive  condition.  Today,  tunnel  #2  is  on  the  verge  of  collapsing. 

The  diversion  dam  was  constructed  during  the  mid-1 930s,  when  "head-cutting"  within  the  river 
channel  threatened  to  leave  the  diversion  gates  high  and  dry.   In  1956,  the  diversion  dam  began  to  fail 
and  was  repaired  with  funds  the  Huntley  Project  Irrigation  District  borrowed  from  the  United  States. 
Today,  the  diversion  dam  again  is  in  danger  of  failing. 

The  main  diversion  gates  are  located  approximately  1 ,400  feet  above  the  diversion  dam.   During 
two  of  the  past  five  years,  depositions  in  front  of  the  diversion  gates  virtually  have  shut  them  off. 
According  to  the  entities  responsible  for  administering  the  Clean  Water  Act,  no  further  permits  will  be 
forthcoming  unless  the  planned  activity  will  provide  stability  for  a  period  not  less  than  five  years. 

The  three  major  elements  of  the  proposed  project  that  pose  the  greatest  threat  to  its  continued 
existence  of  the  project  are: 

(1)  relocation  of  the  main  diversion  gates  to  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  diversion  dam; 

(2)  reconstruction  of  the  diversion  dam;  and 

(3)  reconstruction  of  tunnel  #2. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  irrigation  district  is  comprised  of  27,706  acres  In  southcentral  Montana.  The  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  constructed  the  original  irrigation  district  facilities  between  1904  and  1908. 

The  problems  the-  proposed  project  will  address  are  well-described  and  documented. 
Investigations  have  shown  that  the  diversion  dam,  the  main  intake  structures,  and  tunnel  #2  are  the 
facilities  that  most  need  immediate  attention.   Documentation  and  descriptions  of  technical  alternatives 
and  costs,  implementation  plans,  the  area's  natural  features,  and  the  project  results  are  provided  in  the 
application. 

The  crest  of  the  concrete  diversion  dam's  southern  half  has  a  downstream  deflection  of 
approximately  2  feet  and  a  vertical  deflection  of  approximately  1  foot.  A  transverse  cracl<  is  evident  just 
below  the  crest,  and  the  dam's  concrete  has  substantially  eroded  in  certain  sections.  Five  rehabilitation 
alternatives  are  provided  in  the  application,  including  design  drawings  and  cost  breakdowns.  The 
proposal  calls  for  removing  the  existing  structure  and  replacing  it  with  a  new  structure  made  of  roller- 
compacted  concrete  with  an  inflatable  rubber  dam. 

According  to  the  proposal,  gravel  and  sediment  deposition  in  front  of  the  existing  river  intake 
structure,  caused  by  river  channel  changes,  will  be  eliminated  by  relocating  the  structure  to  the 
immediate  proximity  of  the  diversion  dam.  The  proposed  alternative  includes  closed  conduits  from  the 
intake  structure  through  the  access  road  and  railroad  track  embankments  to  the  existing  canal.  A 
Montana  Rail  Link  contact  indicates  that  it  would  have  to  approve  any  railroad  embankment  alteration  or 
disturbance,  but  the  irrigation  district  has  not  contacted  Montana  Rail  Link.  A  concrete  sill  will  be 
constructed  in  a  side  channel  to  maintain  water  level  for  inflow  into  the  intake  structure. 

Two  alternatives  for  rehabilitating  tunnel  #2  are  described:   (1)  open-cut  the  tunnel  and  line  the 
cut  with  concrete,  or  (2)  rebare  the  tunnel  and  reline  it  with  concrete.  Because  of  extreme  cost-estimate 
ranges,  the  alternative  selected  will  be  determined  by  the  bidding  process  at  the  time  of  construction. 
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Although  rebuilding  a  portion  of  the  main  canal  is  indicated  in  the  application  as  proposed  work, 
no  specific  design  information  is  provided. 

RNANOAL  ASSESSMENTT 

The  project's  proposed  total  cost  is  $5,051 ,970.  The  irrigation  district's  $4,875,440  loan  request 
includes  $502,000  for  engineering  and  construction  management,  $3,348,000  for  construction  contracts, 
$502,200  for  contingencies,  $392,680  for  inflation  contingencies,  and  $130,560  for  land  administration 
fees.  The  irrigation  district  will  contribute  $158,000  for  pre-contract  engineering  costs,  $1,530  for  inflation 
contingencies,  $14,000  for  salaries  and  benefits,  $2,000  for  travel,  and  $1,000  for  general  office  costs. 

The  irrigation  district's  current  annual  operating  budget  is  approximately  $629,784.  These 
operation  and  maintenance  costs  are  collected  from  an  assessment  of  $20  per  irrigable  acre  and  other 
district  revenues.  According  to  the  application,  the  district's  capacity  to  repay  loan  obligations  is  limited 
to  the  water  users'  willingness  to  pay.   It  states  that  the  water  users  have  indicated  a  "willingness  to  pay" 
an  additional  $3  to  $4  per  acre-approximately  an  18  percent  increase-to  repay  DNRC's  loan.   Based  on 
these  figures,  the  district  is  requesting  a  0  percent  interest  loan  over  a  30-year  repayment  period.  The 
district  now  has  an  emergency  reserve  fund  of  $150,000  and  would  sell  a  bond  to  the  state  under  the 
authority  of  irrigation  district  law. 

The  district's  total  indebtedness  as  of  December  31,  1991,  was  $237,306.86  owed  to  the  United 
States  Government  as  the  outstanding  balance  of  the  original  construction  costs  of  the  irrigation  district 
facilities.  The  district  has  no  outstanding  special  improvement  bonds  or  warrants. 

Although  wetland  and  wildlife  habitat  mitigation  measures  and  rebuilding  a  portion  of  the  main 
canal  are  indicated  in  the  application  as  proposed  work,  no  specific  costs  are  provided. 

The  irrigation  district  nnanager  indicated  that  the  district  will  terminate  the  $727,958  loan  from 
DNRC  authorized  in  1991. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

This  project's  key  benefit  would  be  eliminating  the  risk  of  failure  of  the  structures  described.   If 
these  structures  fail,  the  district's  irrigators  would  not  have  access  to  the  water  they  need  for  crop 
production.  The  project  will  also  improve  the  use  of  the  water  supply.  The  district  currently  is  unable  to 
divert  its  entitlement  when  the  river  is  at  low-fall  flows,  which  requires  the  district  to  divert  greater 
amounts  over  extended  periods  of  time  to  fulfill  its  obligation  to  water  users.   Relocating  the  main 
diversion  gates  will  provide  a  consistent,  timely  diversion  of  water  to  meet  irrigation  needs  and  also  will 
solve  a  problem  the  district  now  has  with  removing  gravels  in  front  of  the  diversion  gate.  This  removal 
requires  work  in  the  river  channel,  and  the  Yellowstone  Conservation  District  officially  has  notified  the 
irrigation  district  that  no  more  310  permits  will  be  issued  for  this  purpose  unless  a  long-term  solution  can 
be  identified.   Other  stated  project  benefits  include  improved  diversion  and  water  use  to  meet  peak 
system  demands  and  the  reduction  or  total  elimination  of  excavation  work  in  the  river  channel. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project  could  produce  potentially  significant,  adverse  effects  that  would  warrant 
an  additional  environmental  review.  The  project  involves  reconstructing  an  existing  major  diversion  on 
the  Yellowstone  River.  The  impacts  that  would  be  caused  by  the  proposed  reconstruction  activities  have 
not  been  fully  documented,  and  whether  the  proposed  solution  would  represent  the  best  alternative  is 
uncertain. 

Agencies  with  permitting  authority  may  determine  that  an  environmental  assessment  would  be 
required.  This  review  possibly  could  be  tied  to  environmental  assessments  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  or  other  agencies.  An  environmental  review  would  determine  the  proposed  project's 
potential  for  significant  adverse  and  beneficial  environmental  effects,  along  with  any  mitigation  measures 
deemed  necessary  for  keeping  adverse  effects  at  acceptable  levels.  Among  areas  of  concern  to  be 
addressed  are  whether  the  proposed  changes  would  provide  the  degree  of  stability  at  the  diversion 
sought  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  and  the  EPA  necessary  for  water 
quality  protection;  what  provisions  for  fish  by-pass  of  the  diversion  dam  should  be  made;  what  effects 
the  increased  diversions  will  have  on  the  river's  fishery  during  low  flows;  and  any  effects  on  downstream 
water  rights  or  diversions. 

RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  a  $4,875,440  loan  at  a  3  percent  interest  rate  with  a  20-year  repayment 
term.  The  interest  rate  for  the  first  5  years  will  be  at  3  percent  below  the  bond  rate  and  at  the  bond  rate 
for  the  remaining  25  years.  The  loan  will  be  secured  by  a  bond  sold  under  the  authority  of  irrigation 
district  law. 

The  district  shall  not  receive  any  loan  funds  until  DNRC  receives  and  approves  documentation 
showing  (1)  that  permission  from  Montana  Rail  Link  has  been  obtained  for  work  on  the  railroad  track 
embankment;  (2)  that  all  required  permits  and  licenses  have  been  secured;  (3)  specific  design 
information  for  rebuilding  stated  portions  of  the  main  canai;  and  (4)  costs  for  wetland  and  wildlife  habitat 
mitigation  measures  and  rebuilding  stated  portions  of  the  main  canal. 
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PROJECT  NO.  3 

APPUCANT  NAME  DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES  AND 

CONSERVATION,  ENGINEERING  BUREAU 

PROJECT  NAME  North  Fork  of  the  Smith  River  Dam  Rehabilitation 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  $1 .024,000  LOAN 

OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES  $  275,000  (DNRC  -  WRD  Fund) 

$  150,000  (Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $1 .449,000 

AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED  $1,393,467 

PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

The  North  Fork  of  the  Smith  River  Dam  needs  rehabilitation  to  correct  dam  safety  concerns. 
The  dam,  constructed  in  1936,  impounds  Sutheriin  Reservoir  and  is  located  about  10  miles  east  of  White 
Sulphur  Springs  in  Meagher  County.   It  measures  84  feet  high  and  1 ,300  feet  long,  and  the  impounded 
reservoir  stores  11,500  acre-feet  at  the  spillway  crest  (with  flashboards).  The  water  is  used  to  irrigate 
11,000  acres  of  project  land  and  also  provides  considerable  recreation  use. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  inspected  the  dam  in  1980  under  the  National  Dam  Inspection  Program, 
P.L  92-367.  The  dam  was  determined  to  be  high-hazard,  which  means  that  its  failure  could  cause  the 
loss  of  life.  The  Corps  declared  the  dam  as  unsafe  because  of  an  inadequate  spillway  capacity  to  meet 
present  dam  safety  standards.   In  1989,  DNRC  contracted  with  HKM  Associates,  an  engineering 
consultant,  to  conduct  a  feasibility  study  to  upgrade  the  dam's  safety  so  that  it  complies  with  present 
dam  safety  standards  and  the  Montana  Dam  Safety  Act.  The  preferred  alternative  involves  increasing 
the  reservoir  storage  by  raising  the  spillway  crest  by  1.7  feet,  constructing  an  auxiliary  spillway  to  pass 
the  appropriate  spillway  design  flood,  and  raising  the  dam  crest  by  5  feet.  These  safety  improvements 
will  bring  the  dam  into  compliance  with  present  dam  safety  standards  and  provide  a  minimum  pool  for 
fish,  wildlife,  and  recreation. 


TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  North  Fork  of  the  Smith  River  Dam  was  classified  as  a  "high-hazard"  dam  after  an  inspection 
was  completed  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1980.  The  inspection  indicated  that  the  dam's 
spillway  capacity  was  inadequate  for  passing  the  probable  maximum  flood. 

The  North  Fork  of  the  Smith  River  Dam  is  owned  by  the  state  of  Montana  and  operated  and 
maintained  by  the  Smith  River  Water  Users  Association  through  water  purchase  contracts  with  the  state. 
The  dam  provides  irrigation  water  to  1 1 .000  acres  of  land. 

During  the  spring  of  1989,  DNRC  contracted  with  an  engineering  consultant  to  complete  a 
feasibility  study  for  upgrading  the  dam  to  meet  current  dam  safety  standards.  The  feasibility  study  has 
not  been  completed. 
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DNRC  has  selected  an  approach  to  rehabilitate  the  structure  by  using  preliminary  design,  cost, 
and  benefit  data.  The  selected  approach  would  meet  criteria  set  forth  in  dam  safety  standards  and  most 
likely  is  the  best  alternative.   Other  alternatives  are  available,  however,  and  a  preferred  alternative  should 
not  be  selected  until  the  feasibility  study  is  completed. 

All  the  project's  administrative  details  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  the  application.  If 
additional  water  is  to  be  stored--as  proposed-water  rights  may  have  to  be  obtained.  The  environmental 
concerns  of  appropriate  agencies  also  will  have  to  be  addressed.  However,  this  type  of  coordination  is 
premature  until  the  final  alternative  is  selected. 


RNANOAL  ASSESSMEhTT 

While  the  cost  estimate  for  the  selected  alternative  appears  appropriate,  it  would  be  beneficial  if 
cost  estimates  for  the  other  proposed  alternatives  were  also  available.  This  would  ensure  that  the  least- 
cost  alternative  was  selected. 

The  water  users  do  not  have  any  current  debt  repayment  obligations  and  pay  $.40  per  share  per 
year  in  operation  and  maintenance  fees.   (Note:  One  share  per  acre  of  irrigated  land). 

A  financial  analysis  completed  for  the  project  did  not  indicate  any  "payment  capacity"  for  the 
service  area's  producers.  According  to  the  applicant,  an  assessment  of  $4.75  per  acre-foot  would  be 
fair  and  equitable.  The  water  users  have  not  agreed  to  this  figure,  however.  The  recommended  amount 
is  $8.51  per  acre  per  year. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMEhTT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.  Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  benefits  attributable  to  this  project  include  a  dam  that  is  safe  and  one  that  meets  applicable 
dam  safety  regulations.  The  project  also  will  ensure  a  continuous  source  of  stored  water  to  use  for 
irrigating  the  area's  agricultural  land  and  will  provide  significant  recreational  benefits. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  project's  short-term  environmental  effects  are  those  generally  associated  with  construction. 
The  increase  in  noise,  air,  and  water  pollution  can  be  reduced  with  appropriate  construction  practices. 

The  longer-term  environmental  effects  will  depend  on  the  selected  alternative.  The  proposed 
alternative  will  result  in  the  inundation  of  more  land.   Some  cultural  resources  have  been  identified  in  the 
area  and  will  have  to  be  explored  further.  The  project  has  the  potential  to  create  more  recreational 
opportunities  and  an  improved  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.  An  environmental  assessment  likely  will  have  to 
be  completed  for  this  project. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

DNRC  recommends  a  $1 ,393,467  loan  at  a  3  percent  interest  rate  with  a  20-year  repayment 
term.  This  amount  is  sufficient  to  fund  project  construction  along  with  a  reserve  account.   If  determined 
that  tax-exempt  bonds  can  be  sold  only  if  the  water  users  association  forms  a  governmental  entity-such 
as  an  irrigation  district  or  water  district-the  loan  will  be  made  to  the  governmental  entity  once  it  is 
created. 

If  an  environmental  assessment  is  necessary  in  conjunction  with  the  permitting  process,  the 
opportunity  for  public  comment  on  the  proposed  project,  feasible  alternatives,  and  mitigation  measures 
recommended  to  reduce  impacts  to  acceptable  levels  should  be  included  in  the  review.  The 
environmental  assessment  would  be  used  to  select  this  project's  recommended  alternative. 


PROJECT  NO.  4 


APPUCANT  NAME 
PROJECT  NAME 
AMOUhTT  REQUESTED 
OTHER  FUNDING  SOURCES 
m^         TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 


TIN  CUP  WATER  COMPANY 

Tin  Cup  Lake  Dam  Restoration  Project 

$273,742  LOAN 

$  7,000  (Tin  Cup  Water  Company) 

$280,742 


PROJECT  ABSTRACT  (Prepared  and  submitted  by  applicant) 

Under  the  National  Dam  Inspection  Act  (Public  Law  92-367),  the  Tin  Cup  Lake  Dam  has  been 
designated  as  "high-hazard"  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  and  DNRC. 

Presently  located  downstream  of  the  Tin  Cup  lake  Dam  are  at  least  four  residences;  a  business; 
several  private,  county,  and  state  roads,  bridges,  and  utilities;  and  several  hundred  acres  of  agricultural 
and  ranch  land.  The  Corps,  the  Forest  Service,  and  DNRC  consider  the  downstream  hazard  potential  to 
be  high  in  the  event  of  a  sudden  dam  failure.  The  possibility  of  a  loss  of  life  also  is  considered  high. 

The  Tin  Cup  Lake  Dam  restoration  project's  primary  purpose  is  to  bring  the  designated  "high- 
hazard"  dam  into  compliance  with  current  state  and  federal  dam  safety  standards. 

Public  benefits  attributed  to  the  Tin  Cup  Lake  Dam  include  (1)  agriculture  irrigation,  (2) 
groundwater  recharge,  (3)  flood  control,  (4)  controlling  and  maintaining  instream  flows  for  fisheries,  (5) 
enhancement  of  area  public  recreation  opportunities,  and  (6)  improving  water  quality  by  controlling 
streambank  erosion  and  stream  sedimentation  on  and  along  the  Tin  Cup  Creek  Reservoir. 

Water  consen/ation  and  the  subsequent,  multiple  water  use  are  the  real  measures  of  a  water 
development  project's  worth.  The  Tin  Cup  Lake  Dam  restoration  project  offers  Montana  the  opportunity 
to  provide  a  financing  mechanism  for  preserving  an  existing  resource  that  has  been  and  will  continue  to 
be  used  and  enjoyed  by  thousands  of  Montanans. 
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TECHNICAL  ASSESSMENT  (Prepared  by  DNRC) 

The  Tin  Cup  Lake  Dam  is  located  at  the  headwaters  of  Tin  Cup  Creek  near  the  Montana-Idaho 
border  approximately  14  miles  south  and  west  of  Darby.  The  dam  is  located  in  Ravalli  County  and  lies 
entirely  within  the  Selway-Bitterroot  wilderness  area  of  the  Bitterroot  National  Forest. 

Since  Tin  Cup  Lake  Dam  was  completed  in  1906.  it  has  been  modified  several  times  throughout 
the  years.  The  dam's  earth  and  rock  fill  embankment  is  25  feet  high  and  437  feet  long,  and  its  crest 
width  is  between  10  and  17  feet.  The  dam's  active  storage  capacity  at  normal  pool  level  is  2,420  acre- 
feet,  and  the  total  storage  capacity-to  the  overtopping  dam  crest  elevation-is  2,800  acre-feet. 

The  Tim  Cup  Lake  Dam's  primary  purpose  is  to  store  water  above  the  lake  level  and  supplement 
the  natural  creek  water  supply  during  the  late  summer  season.  Nearly  1 ,300  acres  of  land  are  irrigated 
by  the  dam's  water. 

An  engineering  study  completed  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1981  classified  the  dam 
as  high-hazard. 

The  project  sponsor  proposes  raising  the  dam  crest's  height  to  allow  routing  the  probable 
maximum  flood,  increasing  the  spillway  capacity,  reshaping  and  armoring  both  the  upstream  and 
downstream  slopes  of  the  dam,  and  rehabilitating  the  inlet  and  outlet  controls  to  the  dam.  This 
approach  is  reasonable  and  is  supported  by  DNRC's  Dam  Safety  Section.  The  proposal  appropriately 
includes  several  design  alternative  concepts  that  were  evaluated  during  the  preliminary  engineering 
phase. 

The  proposal  identifies  the  permits  necessary  for  completion  of  the  project.  Because  the  dam  is 
located  on  Forest  Service  property,  care  must  be  taken  to  ensure  that  all  applicable  Forest  Service  rules 
and  regulations  are  strictly  followed. 

RNANCIAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  costs  presented  in  the  proposal  appear  adequate,  although  they  are  slightly  higher  than  the 
costs  of  other  projects  of  this  type.  Most  of  the  higher  costs,  however,  can  be  attributed  to  having  to 
complete  the  work  within  a  wilderness  area  and  the  resultant  restriction  placed  on  the  work. 

The  proposal  states  that  the  water  company  members'  "willingness-to-pay"  is  between  $15  and 
$17  per  acre,  plus  the  current  $7.02  per  year  operation  and  maintenance  assessment. 


BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT 

DNRC's  project  review  values  only  those  benefits  described  by  statute.   Public  benefits  are 
found  in  projects  that  support  the  State  Water  Plan;  promote  reserved  water  rights;  conserve,  manage, 
or  protect  water  resources;  exhibit  broad  citizen  support  and  public  use;  display  tangible  benefits;  or 
replace  benefits-economic  or  otherwise-currently  derived  from  Montana's  mineral  resources. 

The  project's  final  product  will  be  a  rehabilitated  irrigation  facility  that  meets  today's  engineering 
standards.  The  facility  will  be  a  safe  structure,  free  of  expensive  structural  maintenance  for  several 
years.  The  structure  will  be  stable  and  safe  during  the  maximum  credible  earthquake  and  probable 
maximum  flood  design  level  established  by  federal  and  state  requirements. 
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Fifty-two  Tin  Cup  i-ake  Dam  water  users  will  benefit  directly  by  having  a  safe,  reliable  irrigation 
water  source. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  proposed  project  will  cause  considerable  disturt)ances  from  access  and  rehabilitation  work 
on  Tin  Cup  Lake  located  about  eight  miles  within  the  Selway-Bitterroot  Wilderness  area.  The  project 
would  produce  both  beneficial  and  adverse  effects  from  rehabilitation  work  proposed  to  bring  the  dam 
into  compliance  with  dam  safety  standards.  The  significance  of  these  effects  is  not  fully  known  and 
would  require  an  additional  review  to  evaluate  their  severity  and  magnitude  and  the  need  for  mitigation  I 

measures.  The  Forest  Service  likely  will  require  preparation  of  an  environmental  document  before  i 

approving  activities  to  reconstruct  and  rehabilitate  Tin  Cup  Lake's  facilities.  I 

I 

RECOMMENDATION  | 

DNRC  recommends  a  $303,240  loan  at  a  3  percent  interest  rate  for  a  30-year  term.  The  loan  I 

amount  may  be  adjusted  upward  to  provide  amy  additional  funds  necessary  to  complete  an  i 

environmental  review.  j 

DNRC  funding  is  contingent  on  the  sponsor  forming  a  public  entity  such  as  an  irrigation  district  | 

or  a  water  district.   Funding  also  is  contingent  on  fulfillment  of  MEPA  requirements  that  may  include  ' 
completion  of  an  environmental  review  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  proposed 

activities,  alternative  to  completing  the  needed  repairs  and  investigating  measures  that  may  be  | 

necessary  to  reduce  adverse  impacts  to  acceptable  levels.  | 
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Montana  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 


1520  East  Sixth  Avenue 

RO.  Box  202301 

Helena,  MT  59620-2301 

(406)  444-6668 


